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DECLARATION
ATLASTACK CORP. SUPERFUND SITE
Fairhaven, M assachusetts

(CERCLIS Number MADO001026319)

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decison document presents the Selected Remedy for the Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site, in
Farrhaven, Massachusetts, which was chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments
Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the Nationa Oil and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Adminidirative Record file for this Site.

Thisdecision isbased on the Administrative Record which has been devel oped in accordance with Section
113 (k) of CERCLA and which is available for public review & the Millicent Public Library in Fairhaven,
Massachusetts and at the US EPA - Region | Office of Site Remediation and Restoration Records Center
in Boston, Massachusetts. The Adminigrative Record Index identifies each of the items comprising the
Adminigtrative Record and isincluded as Appendix B of the Record of Decison (ROD).

The Commonwedth of Massachusetts concurs with the Selected Remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or the
environment from actua or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Sdlected Remedy congsts of the following activities:

1 Site Setup, Clearing, Sampling, and Contamination Delinegtion - The first step in the remedid
process will be to establish an on-gite office and mobile laboratory to support the field activities.
After field facilities are set up, the soils and sediments will be sampled to better define the
remediation areas and amounts. A bioavailability study in the Marsh Area will be performed to
better define the extent of the areas requiring excavation, thereby avoiding, to the extent
practicable, the unnecessary destruction of any floodplain, wetland




or riverfront area. A treatability study will be performed to determine the most appropriate
treatment for the contaminated materias that can and need to be treated. Debris and vegetation
will be excavated from the work areas. The power plant, metal building, and rear section of the
main building will be demolished to make room for the remedid activities. Cleared vegetation,
debris, and building materials will be disposed of in the gppropriate off-gte facilities.

Excavation, Trestment, and Disposa - Approximately 54,000 yds® of contaminated soils and
sediments will be excavated wherever heavy metas, cyanide, PCBs, PAHS, and pesticides
are present above the cleanup levels. Once removed, the contaminated soils and sediments
will be separated from any solid wastes and debris. Materids will be tested to determine if
they contain contamination a levels above the deanup gods. The contaminated materias
will be tested and further separated into materias that will be treated and not treated. The
0lid waste, debris, and treated and un-treated soils and sediments will be disposed in the
gppropriate off-ste disposd facilities.

The on-dte treetment will be for materids requiring trestment for off-dte disposa (estimated
to be 6,000 yds® treated). The most appropriate trestment method(s) will be determined from
the trestability studies. The trestment will diminate the potential for contaminants to leach
from these materids. The treatment selected will reduce the contamination leaching from
the soils and sediments. The treatment technology(ies) will most probably be some form of
lidificaion/sabilization. The trestment of the contaminated materids will be done in a
temporary enclosure to the extent practicable to ensure that workers and residents in the area
are not impacted by airborne dust and contaminants. Appropriate engineering controls will

be used to reduce dl other dust emissions from excavation and storage of materids, and
truck traffic on-gte.

Soils and sediments with contaminant concentrations that do not exceed the cleanup gods
will be placed back into the areas that have been excavated. Additiond fill will be brought
onto the Ste to properly contour the Site. Once the contamination is removed from the
vaious Site aress, each area will be regraded and revegetated to its origind pre-
contamination condition to the extent possble. SAt marsh areas that are excavated to
remove contamination will be regraded and revegetated to approximate the origina
conditions of the area remediated. Erosion protection will be provided in each area, as
appropriate, to prevent bank scouring and erosion.

Monitored Natural Attenuation with Phytoremediation of the Site Groundweter - The risks
from the groundwater contaminants will be sgnificantly reduced by removing contamination
sources. The groundwater contamination will be further reduced by naturd attenuation.
Additional measures to control the groundwater eevation will be by phytoremediation (trees
will be planted to lower the groundwater). This should limit the flow of groundwater

through areas where residua contamination gill remains a the Site. The groundwater should
meet the cleanup gods approximatdy ten years after the removd of the contamination




Sources.

Monitoring and Inditutional Contrals - A long-term monitoring program will be undertaken to
assess the effectiveness of the remedy over the long term. Soils, sediments, groundwater, surface
water, and vegetation will be sampled and andlyzed. Inditutiona controlswill be established onthe
Site properties to ensure that the remedy is protective of human hedth and the environment.
Typicdly, indtitutional controlswill be redtrictive covenants running with theland in perpetuity, and
may include easements. Indtitutiona controls will be established to prevent any future use of the
groundwater at the Ste for drinking water. Also, ingtitutional controls will be established to limit
other activities at the Site. Such limits include redtricting the types of use and congtruction within
portions of the Commercid Areato only commercid and industrid uses (i.e., no residentid use).
Ingtitutionda controls may aso be established in the Non-Commercid Areato limit the use of that
area to certain recreationa uses consistent with the risk assessment and response actions
conducted in that area.

Review of the Completed Remedy - Because resdud contamination will remain at the Site above
levds that dlow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, the Superfund statute requires that
EPA review theremedid action no less often than each five years after the cleanup process begins.
The purpose of thisreview isto ensure that human health and the environment are protected. These
periodic reviews will continue until no hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain
at the Site above levels that dlow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.

The overdl Site cleanup strategy isto address the principa and low level threats at the Site. The Selected
Remedy addresses these threats by removing the sources of contamination, monitoring the groundwater,
and establishing limits to certain activities through indtitutional contrals.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The Sdlected Remedyy is protective of human health and the environment, complieswith Federd and State
requirements that are applicable or relevant and gppropriate to the remedia action, is cost-effective, and
utilizes permanent solutions and dternative trestment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

This remedy aso satisfies the Satutory preference for treatment as aprincipa €ement of the remedy.
Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that dlow for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted within five years after initiation of

remedia action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human hedlth and
the environmertt.



ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

See attached ROD data certification checklist.
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ATLASTACK CORPORATION
SUPERFUND SITE ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is included in the Decison Summeary section of this Record of Decison.
Additiona information can be found in the Adminidrative Record file of thisSte.

*Chemicds of concern and their respective concentrations.

*Basdline risk represented by the chemicals of concern.

+Cleanup levels established for chemicas of concern and the basis for these levels.

*How source materials congtituting principd threats are addressed.

*Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and potentia future
beneficia uses of ground water used in the basdline risk assessment and ROD.

*Potential land and ground-water use that will be available at the Ste as aresult of the Selected
Remedy.

*Edtimated capita, annual operation and maintenance (O& M), and total present worth costs, discount
rate, and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected.

*Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., describe how the Selected Remedy provides the
best baance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, highlighting criteriakey to
the decision).
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Site Name, L ocation and Description

The Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site (the Site) is located at 83 Pleasant S., Fairhaven, Bristol
County, Massachusetts, as shown on Figure 1. This Site's CERCLIS identification number is
MADO001026319. The United States Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA) isthelead entity a thisSite.
The Site is a former indudtrid. manufacturing facility whose soils, sediments, groundwater, and surface
water are contaminated with heavy metds, volatile organic compounds and other contaminants. The Site's
wetlands are filled with wastes from the former manufacturing processes.

The Site includes the entire Atlas Tack Corp. property (owned by the Atlas Tack Corp.), a
disposd areaat theend of Church Street on the Hathaway Braey Wharf Company property, and aportion
of Boys Creek and its tidd marsh. The Site is located in primarily a resdentid area with atidd marsh
bordering the back of the property to the east as shown on Figure 2. The Fairhaven hurricane barrier,
constructed inthe mid-1960s, cutsthrough thetidal marsh. Thereisabike path and aboat-related industry
just north of the Site and an elementary school about 200 feet northwest of the Site. The Atlas Tack
property comprises agpproximately 13.6 acres of commercia area and 7.2 acres of wetland area. The
disposa area on the Hathaway Braey Wharf Company property is approximately 3.2 acresin Size and
abuts the Atlas Tack property on the southeast. The total Site area covers about 24 acres.

. Site History and Enforcement Activity

The Atlas Tack Corp. facility wasbuilt in 1901 by Fairhaven resident Henry Huttleston Rogersto
provide employment in Fairhaven. In 1967, the current owner, Great Northern Industries of Boston,
purchased the company and operated it until 1985 when the plant shut down.

Between 1901 and 1985 the Atlas Tack Corp. manufactured wiretacks, sted nails, rivets, bolts,
and smilar items. The facility's operation included dectroplating, acid-washing, enameling, and painting.
From at least the early 1940'sto the 1970's, process wastes containing acids, metals such as copper and
nickd, and solventswere discharged into drainsin the floor of the main building. Asaresult, some of these
chemicds have permeated the floors and timbers of the building and migrated to adjacent soils and
groundwater.

The plating area, located in the eastern part of the building, included a cyanide trestment pit.



Sudge and liquid from this operation contained cyanide, and the surrounding building materids may
have resdua cyanide contamination. The wastewater from these operations was discharged to an on-site
lagoon from gpproximately 1940 through 1973, and wastewater from the eectroplating and pickling
operations was aso discharged to the lagoon until 1974. From 1978 to 1985, the remaining industria
discharge from manufacturing operations was piped to an outfdl from the Fairhaven municipa sewer system
where it was assmilated into the outfal discharge.

The 1984 discharge permit gpplication from Atlas Tack showed that 400 gallons from the wash
process and 100 gdlons from the rinse process were generated daily and apparently discharged to the
Fairhaven sewer. Wastes from the cleaning process were reportedly disposed of off-gte. Sudge from the
neutraization process was reportedly stored on-site in 55-gallon drums until proper off-gte disposal was
arranged.

Since the closing of the facility in 1985, some RCRA hazardous wastes in drums were removed
by truck from the Site and by excavation of the lagoon as the result of a Massachusetts Department of
Environmenta Protection (DEP) action. Containerized chemicals remaining in and around the buildings
were removed in November 1986.

In addition, EPA has identified a dump Area on the Hathaway Braey Wharf Company property
that may have received wastes from the Atlas Tack Corp. through 1974. Known as the Church Street
disposa areq, it islocated gpproximatey 500 feet southeast of the main Atlas Tack Corp. building.

In 1984, andysis of environmentd media samples (e.g., soil, sediment, surface water) detected
contaminants in the marsh and surface water south of the lagoon. Groundwater monitoring conducted in
1987 reveded elevated levels of benzene, toluene, chromium, and cyanide & the Site.

In June 1988, the Atlas Tack Corp. Site was proposed for incluson on EPA’ sNationd Priorities
List (NPL), alist of the top priority hazardous waste sites. In February 1990, the Site was placed on the
NPL, meking it digible for federa funding for investigation and cleanup. Prior to being placed onthe NPL,
the Site was (and 4till is) listed on the DEP hazardous waste sites list in January 1987. In 1985, the DEP
took legd action againgt Atlas Tack Corp. for violations under Massachusetts law, which resulted in the
remova of dudge and contaminated soil from the lagoon, and drums of waste materia from the main
building. In 1991, the DEP settled with the Atlas Tack Corp. for over $877,000 to cover past costs,
pendties, and interest for this cleanup action.

EPA issued an Order in 1992 to place and maintain afence around the Site. The Atlas Tack Corp.
placed a fence around the Site, but has had problems maintaining the fence.

OnApril 27,1998, EPA issued aGenerd Notice of respongbility and potentid ligbility tothe Atlas
Tack Corp. OnJduly 31, 1998, EPA issued a Generd Notice of responsbility and potentid liability to the
Hathaway Brdey Wharf Company. Specid Notices will be issued after the sgning of the ROD.



On August 13, 1998, the Bristol County Superior Court in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
entered ajudgment againgt the Atlas Tack Corp. in an action againg it by the Fire Chief for the Town of
Farhaven. This lawsuit was initiated by the Fairhaven Fire Department in order to compd the Atlas Tack
Corp. to abate the fire hazards at the Site. By assenting to entry of this judgment, the Atlas Tack Corp.
agreed to perform work, including the following: 1) restore, if necessary, and maintain in good working
order the sprinkler and fire darm systems throughout the front section of the main building (offices, two
stories) and the rear section of the main building (factory, three stories); 2) maintain the front section of the
main building in a sructuraly sound condition; 3) close openingsin the front and rear sections of the main
building and secure them from entry; 4) maintain 24-hour/day security in the front and rear sections of the
main building; and 5) remove the rod and dl wood materids from the middle section of the main building
(with the brick wals permitted to be left standing if determined to be safe). During the fal of 1998 until
January 1999, the Atlas Tack Corp. demoalished the middle section of the main building. Asaresult, most
of the main building has now been demoalished, and the soilsin this area, formerly covered by the building
sructure, are now exposed to the eements.

OnAugust 9, 1999, EPA issued an Order to the Atlas Tack Corp. to remove asbestos-containing
materias from the rear (now free-standing) three-story building and power plant at the Site. Because the
Atlas Tack Corp. failed to comply with thisadministrative order, EPA began the asbestosremoval process
on September 28,1999. On February 9,2000, EPA completed the remova of asbestos-containing
materias.

[11. Community Participation

Throughout the Sit€' s history, community concern and involvement has been very high. EPA has
kept the community and other interested parties apprised of the Site activities through informationa
meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public meetings.

In June 1991, EPA conducted community interviews to gather information for the preparation of
the Community Relaions Plan. During November 1991, EPA released a community relations plan which
outlined a program to address community concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved in
activitiesduring remedid activities. The Community Relations Plan was updated severd timeswith thelast
update in April 1997.

In May 1991, EPA issued afact sheet describing the Site history, the Superfund process, EPA’s
plans for the Remedid Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Ste investigations, and opportunities for
public involvement. On May 30, 1991, EPA held aninformationad meeting in the Fairhaven Town Hall to
describe the plans for the RI/FS. 1n July 1991, EPA announced start of field studies at the Site- On July
11, 1995, EPA held apublic information meeting in the Hastings Junior High School in Fairhavento discuss
the results of the RI report (Weston, 1995). In July 1995, EPA issued aFact Sheet onthe RI. On August
6, 1998, EPA hdd an informationa meeting in the Fairhaven Town Hall to discuss the results of the FS
Report (Weston, 1998b). During the August



1998 meeting, a summary of the FS was presented and a FS fact sheet handed out.

On December 1, 1998, EPA made the adminigtrative record, including the Proposed Plan (EPA,
1998), available for public review at EPA’s Record Center in Boston and at the Millicent Public Library
in Fairhaven. Also on December 1, 1998, EPA held an informationa meeting in the Fairhaven Town Hadll
to discuss the results ofthe RI and the cleanup aternatives presented in the FS, to present the Agency’s
Proposed Plan, and to answer questions from the public. From December 2, 1998 to February 19, 1999,
the Agency held an 80 day public comment period to accept public comment on the dternatives presented
in the FS and the Proposed Plan and other relevant documents previoudy released to the public. The
comment period was extended twice at the request of the Fairhaven Board of Selectmen and the Atlas
Tack Corp. On January 27, 1999, EPA held an additiond informationd meeting in the Fairhaven Town
Hadl to discuss questionsraised at the December 1, 1998 meeting about the Proposed Plan. On February
11, 1999, the Agency held apublic hearing to discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept any orad comments.
The Agency’ sresponseto theora and written commentsareincluded in the Responsiveness Summary (see
Appendix A). Thetranscriptsof the January 27 and February 19, 1999 meeting/hearings, comment | etters,
and other relevant documentsarein the updated Adminigtrative Record. The Administrative Record Index

isin Appendix B.

The public informationad meetings and the Public Hearing were televised on locd cable-access TV
to reach as broad an audience as possible. An article about the December 1, 1998 Public Informationa
Meseting was published in the “New Bedford Standard Times’ on November 30, 1998. A brief analysis
of the Proposed Plan was in The Advocate weekly newspaper on December 10, 1998. An article about
the January 27, 1999 Public Informationa Meeting and Public Hearing wasin the“New Bedford Standard
Times’ on January 24, 1999. Notices of al meetings were sent to the mailing list. Public Notices were
placed in the “Fairhaven Advocate’ on December 22, 1998 and January 28, 1999 regarding the two
extensions of the public comment period.

Additiona community relations activities conducted by EPA include the following. On May 18,
1992, EPA and DEP hdd a public information meeting to discuss the progress of Site activities and to
update the schedule for future activities. On April 6, 1995, EPA and DEP held a public informationa
meeting to give an update of Site activitiesand discussthe formation of a Citizen/Government Work Group.
OnAugust 15, 1995, EPA edtablished a Citizen/Government Work Group. The Citizen/Government Work
Group aso met on November 15, 1995; April 10, 1996; September 10, 1996; February 25, 1997,
November 12, 1997 (to discussthe Technica Memorandum); and May 13, 1998 (to discussthedraft FS
Report). All Citizen/Government Work Group meetings were held in the Fairhaven Town Hall.

As an additiond effort to inform the public, the Town of Fairhaven hired Sea Change, Inc. to
assemble an independent pand to review the RI, FS, and Proposed Plan. Sea Change' s purpose has been
to provide citizens and government officids with independent scientific and technicd information. Sea
Change held public pand sessons. on March 19, 1998 to discussthe RI; on June 25, 1998 to discuss the
draft FS; and on October 1, 1998 to discuss the FS. The Sea Change panedl



presented commentson theRI, FS, and Proposed Plan. Aswith al public comments, responsesto the Sea
Change pand's comments are presented in the Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A.

EPA and the DEP held a meeting with Town representatives on April 10, 1996 and a public
meseting on April 24, 1996 to discuss the future land use of the commercid section of the Atlas Tack
property. In the meetings, the resdentid and commercid/industria types of cleanup were discussed. On
May 22, 1996, the Town held a public meeting with abutting property owners to vote on the type of
cleenup they preferred. The mgority of the attendees voted in favor of the commercid cleanup and the
Board of Sdectmen concurred with this vote. Detalls of these meetings are in Appendix A.1 of the FS
(Weston, 1998b). As aresult of these meetings, EPA decided to split the Site into two different aress,
“Commercid” and “Non-commercial.” The future use and human heslth risk assessment were modified
from the Rl (Weston, 1995) and will be discussed in Sections V1. and VII. of this document.

Thereisno Technicd Assstance Grant (TAG) for this Site. TAG information and the process of
gpplying for agrant was discussed at severd meetings, but no community group wasinterested in gpplying.

V. Scope and Role of Response Action

The selected remedy was developed by combining components of different source control and
management of migration dternatives, which were consdered in the FS, to obtain a comprehensive
approachfor Site remediation. The selected remedy for the source areasincludesthe excavation of wastes,
soils, and sediments with contaminant concentrations greater than the cleanup goas, and the off-site
disposal of these materials at an appropriate licensed waste digposd facility. On-site treatment of some of
the contaminated materids, where practicable, will be conducted to reduce the off-site disposal costs. The
concentration of contaminants in the groundwater will be reduced to less than the cleanup gods by
removing the source in the soils and alowing naturd attenuation enhanced by phytoremediation to
remediate the Site groundwater over time.

Thisremedid action will address the following principd threets (bolded below), per the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), to human hedth and the environment
posed by Site conditions:

I Worker exposure to contaminated surface soil and dudge in the Commercial Area,

I Migration of contamination from the commercial building, the Solid Waste and Debris
(SWD) Area, and the M ar sh surface soil to groundwater, surface water, and creek sediment,

I Exposure of biotato contaminated surface soil and sediment in the SWD and Marsh
Areas, and to contaminated surface water and sediment in Boys Creek, and



I Human ingestion of contaminated shellfish from Boys Creek.
This Site has not been, nor expected to be, divided into operable units.

V. Summary of Site Characteristics

Chapter 1 of the FS (Weston 1998b) contains an overview of the Rl (Weston, 1995). The Site
was divided into the Commercid Area, various Non-Commercia Areas (Solid Wasteand Debris, Marsh,
and Creek Bed Areas), and Groundwater, as shown in Figure 2. The contaminants were disposed and
spilled onto the Commercid, and Solid Waste and Debris Aress. These areas dtill contain the mgjority of
the contamination currently remaining at the Ste. The contaminants were discharged from wastewater or
migrated into the Marsh and Creek Bed Areas. The chemicals of concern (COCs), and the maximum and
exposure point concentrations for the COCs detected in the soils, groundwater, sediments, and shellfish
at the Site are presented in Tablesl to 5. The chemicals posing a potentia risk to ecologica receptors
detected in s0ils, vegetation, biota, sediments, and surface water are presented in Table 6. Thewaste types
and amounts for each area are shown in the Table C-1 in Appendix C. The sgnificant findings of the RI
are summearized below.

A. Soil

1. Commercid Area This area includes both the soils surrounding the building and dudges and
wadte areas ingde and formerly insdethe building (the middle section of the main building was demolished
in late 1998; see Section 1. above). Contaminantsidentified in these areas were metals (including arsenic,
beryllium, cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, and zinc), cyanide, volatile organic compounds
(VOCs, primarily toluene), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs, primarily polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons [PAHS]), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) (Arochlor 1260). The main waste arealis
the Plating Pit which contains about 600 cubic yards of materid. Therest of the Commercid Areacontains
about 10 cubic yards of waste. The Plating Pit, Tack Wash Area, Pickling Trench, and Manhole 2 were
formerly inthemiddle section of the main building and are now outsde. The Tumbling Room, Exotic Plating
Treatment Sump, and Catch Basin/Floor Drain (formerly Manhole 1) Areas are in the rear section of the
main building and currently remain insde.

Ranfal causesthe leaching of the Site contaminantsinto the groundwater resulting in their eventud
migraion to the marsh and Boys Creek. Surface water runoff during storm events aso is a means of
migrationof contaminantsfrom the Commercid Areato other areason and off the Ste. Additiondly, some
of the contaminants leach from the soils located below the groundwater table.

2. Solid Wagte and Deébris Arear This area includes the Fill Area, Former Lagoon Area, and
Commercid and Industrid Debris(CID) Areaat the eastern end of Church Street. Contaminantsidentified
inthese areaswere meta s (including antimony, copper, lead, and zinc), cyanide, VOCs, PAHs, PCBs, and
pesticides.



The contamination in this areais migrating via groundwater and surface water runoff to Boys
Creek and Marsh Aress, and eventudly off the Site into Buzzards Bay. Groundwater moves
relatively fredy though the contaminated fill and becomes contaminated. Contaminated soils near
the surface can erode from rain and subsequently flow into Boys Creek. Contamination in the
groundwater will either be sorbed onto sediments in Boys Creek, or be transported into the surface
water and flow off the Ste. The vegetative cover inthe Fill Areais sparse, So contaminants from
that area can migrate viawind-blown dust to other areas on and off the Site.

3. Marsh Area: Contaminantsidentified in this areawere metas (including cadmium, copper, and
zinc), cyanide, and VOCs.

Thereislimited migration of contaminantsoncein the Marsh Area. The contaminant concentrations
in the marsh near the source area (Solid Waste and Debris Area) are as much as an order of magnitude
higher than the contaminant concentrations outside the hurricane barrier. The contamination in this marsh
(and marshes in generd) have been adsorbed by the marsh soils and/or vegetation. Also, the hurricane
barrier limits surface water flow into this marsh and the flushing out of this marsh. This limits movement of
contamination in this area.

B. Groundwater

Contaminants identified in the groundwater were metds (including beryllium, cadmium, copper,
lead, nickdl, and zinc), cyanide, and VVOCs. Groundwater below the Site exceeds Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (AWQC) for cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, nickdl, zinc, and cyanide. Contaminated
groundwater flows from under the Sitein anortheasterly direction and dischargesinto the marsh and Boys
Creek.

C. Surface Water

The surface water bodies a the Site include the main channel and tributaries of Boys Creek.
AWQC are exceeded in these water bodies for the following metals. arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead,
nickd, slver, and zinc; and cyanide. Contaminated groundwater and rainfal runoff from the upland portion
of the Siteis asignificant source of this contamination. The water in Boys Creek flowsinto Buzzards Bay.
Buzzards Bay is about 2000 feet from the current sources of Site contamination. The result is a net
movement or flux of contamination into Boys Creek and seaward into Buzzards Bay.

D. Sediment

The contaminated sediments at the Site are located in the main channd and tributaries of Boys
Creek. Theseare collectively referred to asthe Creek Bed Area. Contaminantsidentified inthisareawere
metals (arsenic, cadmium, copper, nickel, and zinc); cyanide; and pesticides.

Contaminantsthat reach the Creek Bed Areaviagroundwater or rain runoff can either be absorbed
by the sediments or migrate into the surface water, and eventudly discharge into Buzzards



Bay.
E. Biota

1. Marsh Areac The vast mgjority of the Marsh Area is high marsh, with well-established
vegetation. See Figure 3-12 of the Rl (Weston, 1995) for locations of marsh vegetation. The predominant
vegetation in some areas at higher devations (most notably areas closeto the CID Areaand the hurricane
dike) is Phragmites communis (common reed). The predonfinant vegetation in mogt of the high marshis
Spartina patens (st hay). Faunathat inhabit the Marsh Areaincludethe great blue heron, the black duck,
the meadow vole, and avariety of other smal mammals and surface-feeding ducks.

2. Creek Bed Areac Boys Creek, some of its tributaries, and the hurricane dike, lie within the
Marsh Area. Boys Creek and its tributaries are areas of low marsh. The main channel of Boys Creek is
typicaly devoid of vegetation; however, Spartina alterniflora (spike grass) isestablished dong the banks
and in the smdl tributaries. Faunathat inhabit the Boys Creek sedimentsinclude ribbed mussdls, soft shell
clams, and benthic and, epibenthic organisms. The great blue heron, the black duck, and avariety of other
ducks also frequent Boys Creek.

Concentrations of heavy metdsin surface waters a the Ste areaare high, particularly north of the
hurricane barrier. Concentrations of copper, lead, mercury, nickel, and zinc exceed AWQC guidelines. The
Site shdlfish and fish were found to contain metds, SV OCs, and pesticidesin concentrations greater than
those found in the shdlfish and fish a the background location on West Idand in Fairhaven.

Samples of sediment in the marsh and Boys Creek show eevated concentrations of cadmium,
copper, lead, nickd, zinc, and pesticides (DDT and DDE) as compared to background concentrations.
Because of these Site contaminants, the sediments are degraded in the stream and associated sdt marsh
habitats in much of the area north of the hurricane barrier and about 700 feet south of the barrier to
bioassay station 158 (in Figure 2-2 in Weston, 1997h).

A complete discussion of Ste characteristics can be found in Sections 3 and 4 of the RI Report
(Weston, 1995).

VI. Current and Potential Futur e Site and Resour ce Uses

A.Land Uses

The Atlas Tack Corp. property is currently zoned industria, athough there are currently no
indugtrid or commerciad activities a the Site. There are, however, abandoned industrial and commercia
buildings at the Site that previoudy housed the Atlas Tack operations. As previoudy discussed in Section
1, the middle section of the main building has recently been demolished by the



Atlas Tack Corp., as ordered by the Bristol County Superior Court as part of the final judgment in acivil
action. With respect to the future use of the Site, it cannot be assumed that the buildingsin existence today
will remain in place. In addition, as previoudy discussed in Section 111, EPA and the DEP held meetings
with Town representatives and citizensto discuss the future use of the commercia section of the Atlas Tack
property. Thewestern portion of the property wasidentified as potentiadly viable commercid property. The
Town held a separate meeting and voted that the reasonably anticipated land use for this portion of the
property was Industria/Commercid. Details of these meetings are in Appendix A.1 of the FS (Weston,
1998b). The cleanup goa s for the commerciad part of the property are based on the potential exposure of
acommercid worker to contaminants. Ingtitutiona controls will be required for at least parts of this Site
to prevent the commercia portion of the Atlas Tack property from being used in a way that is not
protective of human health. Possble ingtitutiona controls (e.g., deed restrictions, including easements) on
the property could limit the use to commercid or other less intrusive activities, which are conastent with
the cleanup levels established by the salected remedy. The sdlected remedy does not prevent some other
future use (such as park land), if the risk scenario results in an acceptable risk range.

The eastern portion of the Atlas Tack Corp. property, which hasbeen partidly filled, isasdt marsh
and wetlands. After the remova of the contamination and restoration of the fill area, the sdlt marsh and
wetlands are expected to retain their current characteristics. The fill areawill be returned to a functioning
sdt marsh environment a the conclusion of the selected remedy.

The Hathaway Braley Wharf Company property is mostly awooded area with some fresh water
wetlands. After theremova of the contamination and restoration, thisareawill mogt likely remain the same
asitisnow.

B. Groundwater Uses

The groundwater beneeth and in the vicinity of the Site is not currently used as a drinking water
supply nor isit anticipated that it would be in the future. Even if this groundwater were not contaminated;
some of it would nonetheless be unsuitable for potable purposes because of theinfluence of sdt water. All
homesin thevicinity of the Site are on public water. The closest public water supply well isabout one mile
from the Site. When in operation, the Atlas Tack Corp. reportedly used the Fairhaven public water for
drinking and an on-ste well for indudirid uses.

The DEP hasnot classfied the groundwater asacurrent or potentia drinking water supply. In April
1996, EPA published its “Groundwater Use and Vaue Determination Guidance’ (EPA, 1996a). This
document established EPA-New England’ s pproach to determine asite specific “ use” and “vaue’ of the
groundwater at a Superfund Site. This determination is utilized by EPA in establishing remedia action
objectives and making groundwater remedia action decisions. In March of 1998, EPA entered into a
Memorandum of Agreement with the DEP, whereby the DEP would develop the groundwater use and
vaue determinations. In March of 1998, the DEP submitted a “low” Groundwater Use and Vaue
Determination for the Atlas Tack Corp. Site. Details of this are in Appendix A.2 of the FS (Weston,
1998h).



Because the groundwater under the Site is contaminated above certain human hedlth criteria, and
therefore not suitablefor human consumption (see Table 3 for asummary of contamination found at certain
wadl locations), the Site will require indtitutiona controls (e.g., deed regtrictions, including easements) to
prevent the use of the groundwater for drinking water. The properties surrounding the Site are not currently
impacted by the groundwater contamination from the Site. There is no evidence to suggest that
groundwaeter in the area surrounding the Site will be used for drinking water, sSince the Town provides
public water, and a drilling permit from the Town’s Health Department would be required to legdly drill
awdl. The remova of most of the contamination source is expected to significantly reduce the levels of
contamingation in the groundwater over time and the restriction on groundwater use could be diminated
once the groundwater meets dl human hedth criteria

C. Surface Water and Marsh Area Uses

The Siteislocated within the Boys Creek watershed, with Boys Creek discharging into Buzzards
Bay via Priest Cove, northwest of Pope Beach. Surface drainage from the Site discharges directly into
Boys Creek aong the northern portion of the Site and indirectly viaoverland flow into small tributaries and
mosguito ditches located within the Boys Creek marsh. The upper watershed of Boys Creek is primarily
urban/resdential with surface drainage primarily via storm sewer systems. The lower portion of the
watershed is atidd sdt marsh located north and south of the hurricane barrier extending southward to
Priest Cove. Boys Creek dischargesinto Buzzards Bay, northwest of Pope Beach and istidaly influenced.
Tida and non-tidal wetlands are located to the northeast and southeast of the Site dong the floodplain of
Boys Creek.

Boys Creek isnot currently used as adrinking water supply nor isit anticipated that it would be
in the future because it istiddly influenced. All homesin the vicinity of the Site are on public water which
originate from groundwater wells. The closest town wdll is about amile from the Site. When in operation,
the Atlas Tack Corp. reportedly used the Fairhaven public water for drinking and an on-site well for
indugtrid uses. In addition to Boys Creek as a surface water body, the Site has asmall reservoir that was
used by the Atlas Tack Corp. as a backup source of water for fire protection. It is unlikely that this
reservoir will be used for fire protection purposes since most of the main building has been demoalished. It
should be noted that no contaminants in excess of any human hedth based or ecologicdly based leves
were found in this reservoir.

Boys Creek and its associated marsh areas are habitats for plants, fish and wildlife, and it is

anticipated that these areas will remain the same after the remedia action. For adetailed description of the
ecologica environment, refer to Section 3.5.4 of the RI (Weston, 1995).

VIlI. Summary of Site Risks

Basdine human hedth and ecologica risk assessments were performed, as part of the Rl and
updated as part of the FS, to estimate the probability and magnitude of potential adverse human
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hedlth and environmenta effects from exposure to contaminants associated with the Site assuming no
remedid action was taken. They provide the bas's for taking action and identify the contaminants and
exposure pathwaysthat need to be addressed by the remedia action. The human health and ecological risk
assessments followed a four step process: 1) contaminant identification, which identified those hazardous
substances which, given the specifics of the Site, were of sgnificant concern; 2) exposure assessment,
whichidentified actud or potentia exposure pathways, characterized the potentialy exposed populations,
and determined the extent of poss ble exposure; 3) toxicity/effects assessment, which consdered the types
and magnitude of adverse effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and 4) risk
characterization, which integrated the three earlier sepsto summarize the potentid and actud risks posed
by hazardous substances at the Site, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks. A summeary of only
those aspects of the human health and ecologica risk assessments which support the need for remedia
actionarediscussed below. Risks not significant enough to warrant aresponse, such asrisksto trespassers
contacting chemicas of concern in the sediments and soils (Tables 2 and 4), will not be discussed because
EPA will not be responding to these risks. Likewise, the human risks associated with the groundwater
(Table 3) will not be discussed because they do not directly serve as abasisfor this remedid action.

Only those exposure pathways deemed relevant to the remedy being proposed are presented in
this ROD. Readers are referred to Chapter 2 of the “Update to the Human Hedlth Risk Assessment and
Deveopment of Risk-Based Clean-Up Leves’ (Weston, 1998a) for amore comprehensive risk summary
of dl exposure pathways and for estimates of the centrd tendency risk.

A. Human Health Risk Assessment
1. Identification of Chemicals of Concern

The 62 chemicas of concern (COCs) listed in Tables 1 and 5 of morethan one hundred chemicals
detected at the Site were selected for evaluation in the human health risk assessment. The COCsin Tables
1 and 5 were sdlected to represent potentid Ste related hazards based on thelr toxicity, concentration,
frequency of detection, and mohility and persstencein the environment. They represent asubset of dl the
compounds evauated in the basdine risk assessment. Tables 1 and 5 aso contain the exposure point
concentrations (EPCs) used to eva uate the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenariointhebasdine
risk assessment (i.e., the concentrationsthat were used to estimate the exposure and risk from each COC).
Edtimates of average or central tendency exposure concentrations can be found in Tables 2-2, 2-4, 2-5,
2-6, and 2-8 of the Update to the Human Health Risk Assessment (Weston, 1998a).

Table 1 presents the COCs and EPCs for these COCs detected in the top two feet of the
commercid soils (i.e., the concentrations that were used to estimate the exposure and risk to the future
commercid/indudrid [maintenance] worker from each COC in the soil). Table 1 includes the range of
concentrations for each COC, the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemica was
detected in the samples collected at the Site), the EPC, and the Statistical measure of
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how the EPC was derived. The 95% Upper Confidence Limit (UCL) of the arithmetic mean was used as
the EPC for dl chemicalswith the exception of beta-BHC and 4'-DDT (maximum detected concentration
was used for the EPC in accordance with EPA guidance due to the data variability).

Table 5 presents the COCs and EPCs for each of the COCs detected in hard shell clams from
Boys Creek (i.e., the concentrations that were used to estimate the exposure and risk to the future adult
trespasser from each COC in the hard shell clams). Table 5 includes the range of concentrations for each
COC, the frequency of detection, the EPC, and the Statistica measure of how the EPC was derived.
Because of the smdl sample number (i.e., 4) and low detection frequency, the EPCsfor organics defaulted
to the maximum detected concentration (with the exceptions of big(2-ethylhexyl)phthdate, and
di-n-butylphthaate). For the metals, there was a higher detection frequency and asaresult, the 95% UCL
served as the EPC except for duminum, arsenic, and zinc.

2. Exposur e Assessment

Potential human hedth effects associated with exposureto the COCs were estimated quantitatively
or quditatively through the development of severd hypothetical exposure pathways. These pathwayswere
developed to reflect the potentia for exposure to hazardous substances based on the present uses, potentia
future uses, and location of the Site. Although the industry which formerly occupied the Site has ceased
operations, future commercid use of the Site was assumed to be the most probable future Site use. The
Atlas Tack Corp. property is presently zoned for commercia/indusiria use. While resdentid properties
abut the facility and residentid land use even served as a badgis for the initid risk evauation in the RI
(Weston, 1995), the series of public meetings held in Fairhaven in 1996 resulted in the concluson that
resdentia land use of the Site was not a plausible future Site use. At these meetings, commercia usewas
identified as the preferred use for the portion of the Site referred to as the commercid area. Less intense
uses for the remainder of the Site for recreation and open space were considered reasonable future uses
in what has been designated “non-commercid areas.” People were assumed to have ready accessto the
non-commercid areas of the Site, and as such, a trespasser scenario based upon the consumption of
shellfish from Boys Creek was evauated in the risk assessment. The following is a brief summary of the
exposure pathways that were found to present a sgnificant risk. A more thorough description of al
exposure pathways eva uated in the risk assessment including estimates for an average exposure scenaio,
can be found in Chapter 2 of the Update to the Human Health Risk Assessment (Weston, 19983).

Of the potentid exposure scenarios eva uated, risks to maintenance workersfrom exposureto the
commercid area soils and risks to consumers of shdlfish from Boys Creek were found to be significant
(exceed either a1 x 10* excess cancer risk or a HI>1). Adult maintenance workers were assumed to
incidentally ingest and absorb contaminants present in surface soils (0-2 feet) through the skin 250 days/yr
for 25 years. The maintenance worker was assumed to ingest 136 mg/day of soil and have 2,500 cn? of
skin surface area exposed per exposure event with asoil loading of 0.08 mg/cn?. The worker’ s exposure
was based on onerate of exposure to sods from both insde and outsde the building. Theremova of most
of the main building, in late 1998, did not change any



exposure scenario, and thus did not change the risk cdculations. Potentid risk from the consumption of
shdllfish(hardshell clams) from Boys Creek was eva uated assuming that an adult would eat about 3.751bs.
of Boys Creek hardshdl clams per year for 30 years. Actua hard shell clam tissue andysis served to
generate EPCs for this medium.

3. Toxicity Assessment

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each exposure pathway by multiplying a daily
intake level with the chemica specific cancer dope factor (CSFs). CSFs have been developed by EPA
from epidemiologica or anima studies to reflect a conservative “upper bound” of the risk posed by
potentialy carcinogenic compounds. That is, the truerisk is unlikely to be greater than the risk predicted.
The resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (eg. 1 x 10° for
1/1,000,000) and indicate (using this example), that an average individud isnot likely to have greeter that
aone in amillion chance of developing cancer over 70 years as a result of Ste-related exposure (as
defined) to the compound at the stated concentration. All risks estimated represent an “excess lifetime
cancer risk” - or the additional cancer risk on top of that which we al face from other causes such as
cigarette smoke or exposure to ultraviolet radiaion from the sun. The chance of an individud developing
cancer from al other (non-site related) causes has been estimated to be as high as one in three. EPA’s
generdly acceptable risk range for site related exposure is 10 to 10°®. Current EPA practice considers
carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances. A
summary of the CSFsrelevant to the risk evauation can be found in Table 7.

Table 7 provides carcinogenic risk information that isrelevant to the COCsin the commercia area
soils and hard shell clams from Boys Creek. Table 7 provides the CSFs, the weight of evidence, and the
source (*“ Integrated Risk Information System” [IRI§] or “Hedth Effects Assessment Summary” [HEAST)).
Since just the ord and derma routes of exposure were evauated in this risk assessment, only ord and
derma CSFsare presented. At thistime, thereare no verified or provisond CSFsavailablefor thedermal
route of exposure., Thus, the derma CSFsused in the assessment have been extrapolated from ord vaues.
An adjusment factor (gastrointestinal [Gl] absorption factor) was derived by determining the degree to
which each chemica was absorbed in the Gl tract. The ora CSF was then divided by the Gl absorption
factor to obtain the derma (“adjusted”) CSF.

Inassessing the potentid for adverse effects other than cancer, ahazard quotient (HQ) iscaculated
by dividing thedaily intake level by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark. Reference doses
have been developed by EPA and they represent aleve to which an individua may be exposed thet isnot
expected to result in any deleterious effect. RfDs are derived from epidemiologica or anima studies and
incorporate uncertainty factorsto help ensure that adverse hedth effectswill not occur. A HQ<1 indicates
that a receptor’s dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD, and that toxic noncarcinogenic effects
fromthat chemica are unlikely. The Hazard Index (HI) is generated by adding the HQs for dl COCsthat
affect the same target organ (eg. liver) within or across adl media to which a given individua may
reasonably be exposed. A HI <1
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indicates that toxic noncarcinogenic effects are unlikdy. A summary of the reference dosesrelevant to this
hazard evauation can be found in Table 8.

Table 8 provides non-carcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the COCs in the
commercid area soils and hard shell clams from Boys Creek. Table 8 provides the type of exposure
(chronic or subchronic), the reference doses (RfDs), the primary target organs on which the RfDs are
based, and the source (IRISor HEAST). Sincejust the ord and dermal routes of exposurewere evauated
in this risk assessment, only ord and derma RfDs are presented. At this time, there are no verified or
provisond RfDs available for the dermd route of exposure. Thus, the derma RfDs used in the assessment
have been extragpolated from ora vaues. An adjustment factor (Gl absorption factor) was derived by
determining the degree to which each chemical was absorbed in the Gl tract. The orad RfD was then
multiplied by the Gl absorption factor to obtain the dermd (“adjusted”) RfD.

4. Risk Characterization
a. Soil and Sediment Exposur e Pathways

Table 9 depicts the carcinogenic risk summary for the COCs in Commercid Area surface soils
evauated to reflect present and potentia future incidental ingestion and dermd contact with surface soils
inthe Commercia Areaby a maintenance worker corresponding to the RME scenario. These risks were
based on areasonable maximum exposure and were devel oped by taking into account various conservetive
assumptions about the frequency and duration of an adult’s exposure to the commercid soils, aswel as
the carcinogenic potency of the COCs. The tota risk from direct exposure to contaminated commercia
soils a the Site to afuture maintenanceworker is 1.5 x 103, The COCs contributing most to thisrisk level
aresevera PAHSs(i.e., benzo| g pyrene, benzo[ a) anthracene, dibenzo[ a h]anthraceneandindeno| 1,2,3-cd]
pyrene), as well as PCB (Arochlor 1260). Risk for each chemica was approximately equaly distributed
between ora and derma exposure.

Excess cancer risks attributed to the maintenance workers' potential contact with surface soilsboth
inside and outside theformer building (1.5 x 10°%) isestimated to exceed the benchmark for remedia action
(1 x 10™%). Benzo(a)pyrene has been identified as the compound contributing most significantly to thisrisk
estimate. Except for lead, the potentia for non-carcinogenic hazardsfor the mai ntenance worker exposed
to commercia area soils was estimated to be below the benchmark of 1.0 for the specific endpoints
evauated suggesting that the potentid for non-carcinogenic effectsis unlikely.

While significant lead contamination was detected in commercid areasurface soils (predominantly
ingde the former building), a basdline risk evauation was not performed for the exposure of maintenance
workers and their offspringsto lead in soils. Instead, EPA’ s approach for ng risks associated with
non-residential adult exposuresto lead in soil was used to assess alowable lead concentrations at the Site
(EPA, 1996b). The adult lead modd methodology focuses on estimating fetal blood level concentration
in women exposed to lead contaminated soils. This
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evauation resulted in the conclusion that lead concentrations in surface soil in excess of 600 ppm would
not provide sufficient protection (using a blood lead threshold of 10 ug/dl and protection of 95% of the
potentialy exposed fetuses). Thisin turn led to the identification of surface soils inside the building as the
only portion of the Commercial Areawhere the 95% UCL of the mean lead concentration exceeded 600
ppm, and therefore warranted remediation (refer to Section XI. Selected Remedy).

The human health risk assessment associated with a maintenance worker’s contact with
Commercia Areas s0ilsis subject to uncertainties concerning the amount of soil that may be ingested and
the amount of contamination in soil that may be absorbed viathe skin. In the absence of site specific sudies,
EPA has relied on information obtained from the literature to support its choice of soil ingestion rates and
derma absorption of contamination from soils.

In summary, the total risk level indicates thet, if no clean-up action is taken, an individud would
have an increased probability of approximately 2 in 1,000 of developing cancer as aresult of Ste-related
exposure to the COCs at the frequency, duration, and magnitude assumed in the risk evauation.

b. Shellfish Exposure Pathway

Table 10 depicts the carcinogenic risk summary for the COCs in hard shell clams evauated to
reflect present and potentid futureingestion of hard shelled clams obtained from Boys Creek corresponding
to the RME scenario.

Table 10 provides cancer risk estimates for an adult consumer of shdlfish (hard shell clams)
obtained from the Site. These estimates were developed by taking into account various conservative
assumptions about the frequency and duration of an adult's dietary habits with regard to shdlfish
consumption, as well as the carcinogenic potency of the COCs. The totd cancer risk from shellfish
ingestion was estimated to be 1.45 x10* which is close to EPA’s benchmark generaly used to determine
the need for remedia action (1 x 10*). Arsenic contributed 84% of total shellfish ingestion risk. Various
organic compounds contributed the remaining 16%. The highest contributor of the organics was
3,3 -dichlorobenzidene at 1.08 x 10° (7% of total risk).

The human hedth risk estimates associated with the consumption of shdllfish are subject to some
uncertainty. This uncertainty can betraced to ardliance on alimited data set for the extent of hard-shelled
clam contamination, as only four samples were anadlyzed for chemica contamination. Also, there is
uncertainty in the amount of shellfish consumed from the study area. The shellfish beds have been closed
for some period of time due to bacterid contamination. If this bacterid contamination no longer required
the area to be closed to shellfishing, there still would be a need to address the risk due to the Site related
contamination.

In summary, the total risk level indicates thet, if no clean-up action is taken, an individud would
likely have an increased probability of gpproximately 1 in 7,000 of developing cancer asa

result of consuming a specified amount of shelfish harvested from Boys Creek for the frequency and
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duration assumed in the risk evduation.

B. Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment

The objective of the basdline ecological risk assessment was to identify and estimate the potential
ecologica impacts associated with the COCs at the Site. The assessment focused on the potentia impacts
of chemicas of concern found in the soils, surface waters, sedimentsand biologica tissueto terrestrid and
aquatic floraand faunathat inhabit or are potentia inhabitants of the Site, which includes Boys Creek and
the surrounding marsh area. The technical guidance for performance of the ecological risk assessment
comes primarily from the following sources. “Ecologica Assessment of Hazardous Wadte Sites: A Fed
and Laboratory Reference’ (EPA, 1989); and “Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund-Volume I,
Environmentd Evduation Manud” (EPA, 1989D).

Risks were evauated through the use of media-specific ecologica effect levels, which are defined
as the concentration of a particular contaminant in a particular medium below which no adverse effectsto
ecologicd receptors are likely to occur. Ecological effect levels were developed based on established
numericd criteria(e.g., AWQC) or oninformation obtained from theliterature (Long & Morgan, 1990 and
1991, and Long et d., 1995). These effect levels can be used to assess baseline risks to ecological
receptors by comparing the effect levels to existing contaminant levels in the on-ste media. In addition,
toxicity testing with on-site sediments served to more fully define basdine risks to aguatic receptors.

Media that were investigated as part of this remedia investigation included surface water,
groundwater, surface sediment, surface soil, fish and shdllfish. Based on likely exposure pathways, as
described in Section 6.4.1 of the RI (Weston, 1995), for species observed or expected to occur on Site,
the following media and biota are of potentiad concern to ecologica resources.

*Surface water and marsh soils throughout the Boys Creek Marsh,

*Surface water and sediments in the Boys Creek channel and itstributaries,

*Fish and shdlfish within the Boys Creek channe and its tributaries, and

*Groundwater potentialy discharging to Boys Creek Marsh and channdl.

1. Identification of Chemicals of Concern

Tables 1.3, 1.6, 1.7, 1.9, 1.11, and 1.12 in the RI (Weston, 1995) list the chemicals detected in
surface soils (0-2 feet), surface water, sediments, and shellfish samples collected within the Site study area.
The chemicals of ecologica concern for surface soils, surface water and surface sediments consisted of

severd organic and inorganic compounds. The chemicasof most concernin the soilswerelead, endosulfan
I, endosulfan sulfate, iron and copper. The chemicas of most
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concernin the surface water were arsenic, copper, cyanide, lead, mercury, nickel, and zinc. Thechemicds
of most concern in the sediments and shellfish were cyanide, arsenic, and iron.

2. Exposur e Assessment

Within the exposure assessment, the potential exposure pathways for various species groups such
as plants, benthic invertebrates, fish, mammals and birdswere directly or indirectly evauated to determine
those considered to be at risk of sgnificant exposure from site contaminants. Table 11 lists the exposure
media, habitat types, receptors, exposure routes, and assessment and measurement endpointsfor selected
species groupsfor which apotential exposurerisk has been identified and for which quantitative dataexist.
For this assessment, avian and manimalian species (e.g., black duck, great blue heron, and meadow vole)
with the greatest potentid for exposure were selected for a quantitative evauation of exposure. The
potential for biomagnification was evauated by including receptors that typically ingest species for which
tissue concentrations were assessed (e.g., fish and shdlfish).

The meadow vole was assumed to be exposed to COCs through the ingestion of chemicasin soil
and vegetation in the Boys Creek marsh. The black duck was assumed to be exposed to chemicals of
potentia concern through theingestion of ribbed mussa's and soft-shelled clams (Site-specific data) exposed
to the surface waters and sedimentsin Boys Creek. In addition, it was assumed that the black duck would
incidentaly ingest sediments during feeding. The great blue heron was assumed to be exposed to chemicas
of potentia concern through the ingestion of fish (Site-gpecific data) that are exposed to the surface waters
and sediments of Boys Creek.

3. Ecological Effects Assessment

Information on the toxicity of the chemicals of potential concern to ecologica receptors was
summarized in thetoxicity assessment of the ecological risk assessment (Weston, 1997b). Species-Specific
toxicity data for the indicator avian and mammalian species (black duck, great blue heron and meadow
vole) werenot availablefor dl of the chemicasof potential concern. Thus, toxicity vauesfromtheliterature
were selected using the most closdly related species. Toxicity values selected for the assessment werethe
lowest exposure doses reported to be toxic or the highest doses associated with no adverse effect. Data
for chronic toxicity were preferentidly used, when availadle.

Inaddition, thetoxicity of chemicasof potential concern to agquatic lifewas assessed by comparing
average and maximum surface water concentrations in Boys Creek to marine acute and chronic AWQC,
where available. Thetoxicity of the chemicds of potential concern identified in Boys Creek sedimentsto
benthic and epibenthic organismswas eva uated by comparing sediment contaminant concentrationsto the
sediment biological effect ranges published by the Nationd Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
[NOAA] (Long & Morgan, 1990 and 1991) and “Environmenta Management” (Long &t d., 1995) and
by predicting the interdtitial water contaminant concentrati onsthrough the use of the equilibrium partitioning
approach and comparing those values to AWQC. Because of the potentiad synergistic effects of
contaminants in sediments
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and the overdl lack of existing sediment toxicity information in the literature, toxicity tests were conducted
on sediment samples using the two aguétic invertebrates, Hyalella azteca (freshwater amphipod) and
Ampelisca abdita (marine amphipod) at 25 locations within Boys Creek.

4. Ecological Risk Characterization

The mean mortaity rates for each location and appropriate controls are presented in Figure 6.4.4
and 6.4.5intheRI (Weston, 1995) for A. abdita and H. azteca, respectively. Mortdity rates at sampling
locationsin the main stlem of Boys Creek were evduated in relaion to grain Size, total organic carbon,
smultaneoudy extracted metalS/acid volatile sulfide (SEM/AV ) ratio, meta concentrations, and organic
chemica concentrations. In most cases, there were no clear or consistent correlations between these
measured parameters and mortality. However, there did appear to be a corrdation between nickel
concentrations and A. abditamortdity. The SEM/AV Sratio dso showed the same genera trends. Other
corrdaions aso exist between grain Sze and mortality, and total organic carbon and mortdity. In generd
as grain size increased and organic carbon decreased, mortality increased. This may be the result of
increased bioavailability of chemicas from sandy sediments with alower organic carbon content. These
trends were not cons stent between tests or in theH. azteca tests. Thelack of clear trends and consstent
resultsismodt likely aresult of theinteraction of anumber of physical and chemica factorsat each location.

The potentia risk posed to ecologica receptors (meadow vole, black duck, great blue heron, and
benthic organisms) was evauated by comparing estimated daily doses or medium-specific concentrations
with criticd toxicity vaues as shown in Table 6. This comparison, described as a Hazard Quotient (HQ)
was made for each chemicd. If the HQ exceeds unity (e.g., > 1) thisindicates that the species may be at
risk to an adverse effect from the chemica through the identified exposure route. Exposures to the same
chemicd through multiple exposure routes are cons dered to be cumul ative and acumul ative Hazard Index
(HI) was caculated to determine whether an organism could potentialy be at risk due to exposure to dl
chemicas through al exposure routes.

For the meadow vole, the average and maximum Hisfor the meadow vole are presented in Tables
6.4-21 and 6.4.22intheRI (Weston, 1995), respectively. Lead, endosulfan 1, endosulfan sulfate, iron and
copper contributed to the mgority of the cumulative HI based on their average concentration asshownin
Table 6.

For the black duck, the average and maximum His are presented in Tables 6.4.23 and 6.4.24 in
the RI (Weston 1995), and the three contaminants contributing to the mgority of the cumulative HI were
cyanide, iron and arsenic based on their average concentrations as shown in Table 6.

For the great blue heron, Table 6.4.25 in the Rl (Weston, 1995) presents the average and
maximumHIs. Cyanideisrespongblefor contributing to the grestest percentage of the cumulative HI based
on their average concentration as shown in Table 6.

Based on the two surface water sampling rounds that were conducted during the RI, severa
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average and maximum contaminant concentrations wereidentified that had HQs greater than unity. Results
of the August 1991 sampling round indicate arsenic, copper, cyanide, lead, mercury, nickd, slver and zinc
concentrations exceeded AWQC. In April 1992, copper, mercury, and zinc exceeded chronic AWQC
at both mean and maximum concentrations. Thus, thereisarisk to aguatic organismsin the surface waters
from exposure to these chemicals of ecologica concern.

Table 6.4.20 in the Rl (Weston, 1995) represents the comparison of average and maximum
sediment concentrations againgt the sediment biologica effect ranges published by NOAA (Long &
Morgan, 1990 and 1991) and “Environmenta Management” (Long et d., 1995) or marine chronic
AWQC. The average HI exceeded onefor dl chemicals with the exception of chromium. The chemicals
withthe highest maximum HQswere: methoxyclor, DDE, copper, DDD, DDT, endosulfan, cadmium, zinc
and nickd as shown on Table 6. Therisk to aguatic organisms is confirmed by results from the sediment
toxicity testing, which indicated that the exposure to chemicalsin sedimentswas responsblefor adecrease
insurviva a the mgority of sampling locations north of the hurricane barrier.

The ecological risk assessment is subject to some uncertainties. For example, in the exposure
assessment, assumptionswere madein order to estimate daily intakesfor theindicator gpecies, the meadow
vole, black duck, and greet blue heron. Since limited Ste-gpecific informationwas available, assumptions
were made regarding ingestion rates, frequency of exposure, and exposure point locations. Conservative,
yet redistic assumptions were made in the absence of site-gpecific information. The reader is referred to
Section 6.4.3.4 of the Rl (Weston, 1995) for adiscusson of the primary uncertainties associated with the
risk evauation for each of the indicator species.

Insummary, contaminant levelsin soils and sediments throughout Boys Creek and the surrounding
marsh area (including the tidal creek proper and the tidd marsh surface) and adjacent upland areas are
sufficiently elevated to pose asubstantia risk to invertebrates, fish and wildlife through direct contact and
dietary exposure to avariety of organic chemicas and metals.

C. Overall Risk Assessment Conclusion

The human hedth risk assessment identified unacceptable risks posed by soilsin the Commercid
Areato maintenanceworkersand apotentialy significant risk to consumersof shellfishin Boys Creek. The
ecologicd risk assessment identified unacceptabl e risks posed by soils, sediments, surface water, and biota
throughout the Site to invertebrates, fish, and wildlife. Actud or threatened releases of hazardous
subgtances from this Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action sdected in thisROD, may
present a current or potentia threeat to public hedth, wefare, or the environment. As such, surface sails,
0-2 feet in depth in the Commercid Areaand sedimentsin Boys Creek will be the focus of the remedia
action necessary to protect human hedlth, while soils, sediments, and groundwater throughout the Site will
be the focus of the remedid action necessary to protect invertebrates, fish, and wildlife.

Results of the basdine human health risk assessment identified concentrations of arsenic,
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benzo[a]pyrene, benzo[aanthracene, benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzo[K]fluoranthene, dibenzo[ah]
anthracene, indeno[ 1,2,3-cd] pyrene, 3,3 -dichlorobenzidene, PCB (Arochlor-1260), and lead in soilsand
sedimentsin the Commercial Areaand Boys Creek that are present at |evel swhich represent unacceptable
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks.

Results of the basdline ecologica risk assessment identified maximum concentrations of copper,
lead, mercury, nickd, Slver, zinc and cyanidein surface watersthroughout the Site that frequently exceeded
criterialevels. Thus, thereisarisk to aguatic organismsin the surface waters and associated wetlandsfrom
exposure to these chemica s of ecologica concern. Concentrations of endosulfan sulfate, anthracene, DDT
(total), cadmium, copper, cyanide, lead and zinc were identified as representing the greatest risk to the
survivd, reproduction and growth of the benthic community. Therisk to the benthic community isconfirmed
by results from the sediment toxicity testing, which indicated an increase in mortdity a locations north of
the hurricane barrier where contaminants of concern were eevated. Through direct consumption of marsh
vegetation and incidental ingestion, the meadow vole is potentialy at risk from exposure to severd
compounds. The chemicals contributing the grestest risk are endosulfan 11, endosulfan sulfate, iron, and
lead. The exposure pathway responsible for risk to the black duck is the ingestion of benthic fauna and
incidental sediment ingestion. Arsenic and cyanide are the mgor contaminants of concern contributing to
the risk to the black duck and greet blue heron, through the ingestion of contaminated fish.

VIIl. Development and Screening of Alternatives

A. Statutory Requirements and Remedial Action Objectives

Under itslega authorities, EPA’ sprimary responsbility at Superfund sitesisto undertakeremedia
actions that are protective of human hedth and the environment. In addition, Section 121 of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) establishesseverd
other statutory requirementsand preferences, including: a) arequirement that EPA’ sremedia action, when
complete, must comply with dl federd and more stringent state environmental standards, requirements,
criteriaor limitations, unlessawaiver isinvoked; b) a requirement that EPA select aremedid action that
is cogt-effective and that utilizes permanent solutions and dternative treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and c) a preference for remedies in which
trestment permanently and Sgnificantly reducesthe volume, toxicity or mohility of the hazardous substances
asprincipa dement over remedies not involving such trestment. The response dternatives were devel oped
to be consigtent with these Congressiond mandates at this Site.

Based on prdiminary information rdaing to types of contaminants, environmental mediaof concern,
and potentia exposure pathways, remedid action objectiveswere devel oped to aid in the development and
screening of dternatives. These remedia action objectives were developed to mitigate existing and future
potentia threats to public hedth and the environment.
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The remedid action objectives were:

1 Attain Commercia Areasurface (0 to 2 feet) soil/dudge contaminant concentrations
whichare protective of human hedth, assuming commercid exposurefor human receptors.

2. Attain Solid Waste and Debris Areasurface (0 to 2 feet) soil and sediment contaminant
concentrations which are protective of aguatic and terrestria organisms.

3. Attain Marsh and Creek Bed Areasurface (0to 2 feet) soil and sediment contaminant
concentrations which are protective of human hedlth (shdllfish ingestion) and aguatic and
terretrial organisms.

4. Attain surface water contaminant concentrations which are protective of human hedth
and aguatic and terrestria receptors.

5. Protect surface water and sediments from contaminant migration from Commercia
Area, Solid Wasteand Debris Area, and Marsh and Creek Bed Area soilsand sediments.

6. Prevent unacceptablerisk to humansdueto exposureto contaminantsthat may migrate
from the groundwater via vapor intruson into buildings.

7. Protect the surface water in Boys Creek and itstributaries from contaminant migration
from groundwater.

8. Comply with applicable chemica-, location-, and action-specific ARARS.
B. Alternative and Technology Development and Screening

CERCLA and the NCP st forth the process by which remedia actionsare evauated and sdlected.
I n accordance with these requirements and the remedia action objectiveslisted above, arange of cleanup
aternatives was devel oped for the Site.

With respect to source control, the FS developed a range of aternatives in which, for some
dternatives, treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances is a
principa eement. Thisrange included an dternative that removes or destroys hazardous substancesto the
maximum extent feasible, diminating or minimizing to the degree possible the need for long term
management. Thisrange dso included aternativesthat treat the principal threats posed by the Site but vary
in the degree of trestment employed and the quantities and characterigtics of the treatment resduds and
untreated waste that must be managed; aternative(s) that involve little or no treatment but provide
protection through engineering or indtitutiona controls, and a no action dternative.
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With respect to groundwater response action, the FS developed a limited number of remedial
dternatives that atain dte specific remediaion levels within different time frames using different
technologies; and a no action dternative.

Asdiscussad in Chapter 3 of the FS, the FSidentified, assessed and screened technologies based
on implementability, effectiveness, and cost. These technol ogies were combined into source control (SC)
and management of migration (MM) dternatives. Chapter 4 of the FS presented the remedid dternatives
developed by combining the technologies identified in the previous screening process in the categories
identified in Section 300.430(e) (3) of the NCP. The purpose of the initia screening was to narrow the
number of potential remedia actionsfor further detailed andysiswhile preserving arange of options. Each
dternative was then evauated and screened in Chapter 5 of the FS.

Insummary, of the 23 source control and 4 management of migration remedia aternatives screened
in Chapter 4 of the FS, 13 source control dternatives and two management of migration dternatives, and
a composite No-Action aternative were retained for detailled analysis. Tables 3-1 to 3-5 of the FS
(Weston, 1998b) identify the 16 aternatives that were retained through the screening process, aswell as
those that were eliminated from further consderation.

[X. Description of Alternatives

This section includes each remedid dternative evaluated in detail for the FS and considered during
the remedy sdlection process. Sixteen cleanup dternatives, including a composite No-Action aternative,
were evaluated in detail for the various areas. Commercid (CA), Solid Waste and Debris (SWD), Marsh
Surface Soil (MSS), and Creek Bed Sediment (CBS) Areas, and Groundwater (GW). Similar source
control dternatives for the different areas were combined in the Proposed Plan to smplify the cleanup
selection process. The cleanup dternatives are different combinations of plansto remove, contain, or treat
contamination. This section summarizesthe cleanup aternatives presented in the Proposed Plan and applies
a number to each dternative for ease of reference. In the Proposed Plan, EPA identified Alternative 4
(Source Remova with Treatment and On-Site Digposal) and Alternative 6 (Minima Action Groundweter
- Monitored Natura Attenuation with Phytoremediation) together as the preferred dternatives. Please
consult the FS for more detailed information on the individud aternatives for each area

Alternative 1. No Further Action (NA-1): Thisdternativeisacombination of dl the No-Action
Alternatives(CA-1, SWD-1, MSS-1, CBS-1 and GW-1) for the different source areas and groundwater.
This dternative involves no trestment or containment of contaminated soils, sediments, and groundwater
a the Site. The purpose of this dternative is to evduate the overdl human hedth and environmenta
protection provided by the Sitein its present state. The No-Action Alternativeis required to be evauated
as abasdine againg which al other aternatives are compared. This dternative would not be protective of
human hedlth and the environment.
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A. Source Control Alternatives Analysis

Alternative 2. Limited Action with Institutional Controls (MSS-2 and CBS-2): This
dternative involves no excavation, treetment, or containment of contaminated soils and sediments in the
Marsh and Creek Bed Areas. No smilar limited action dternatives for the Commercia, and Solid Waste
and Debris Areas were evauated in detall. This dternative would not be protective of human hedth and
the environment. This dternative has the following festures

I Inditutiona Controls (e.g., deed regtrictions, including easements) on the use of the
Marsh and Creek Bed Areas.

I Monitoring of soil, sediment, vegetation, and surface water.

1 Edimated Time for Design and Congtruction: 1 year
Edtimated Time for Operation: none
Edtimated Time to meet remedia gods: 30 years or more
Estimated Capital Cost: $28,000.
Egtimated O&M Cost (Present Worth): $ 0.58 million.
Estimated Tota Cost (Present Worth): $0.61 million.

Alternative 3. Source Removal with On-Site Disposal (CA-3, SWD-3, MSS-3, and
CBS-3): Thisdternative involves excavating soils and sediments from contaminated areas with disposa
on-steinaRCRA “TypeC’ landfill. Certain materialsfrom the Commercia Areawould betreated off-ste
prior to off-gte digposd. This dternative has the following features:

I Peform gte preparation including: establishing ste office; removing debris and
vegetation, sampling to refine remediad areas, and demolishing certain buildings. All
non-contaminated wastes would be disposed of in gppropriate off-gte facilities.

I Paform a pre-design bicavalability study (see Section XI.C.l.a for a further
explanation) on the Marsh Area soils and sediments to determine the gppropriate amount
of wetland removal.

I Remove soilsand sediments with concentrations of contaminantsthat exceed the cleanup
godls.

I Replace and contour soil in cleanup areas, and restore any removed wetlands.

I Digpose contaminated soils and sediments in a on-site Hazardous Waste (RCRA) type
landfill.

I Monitor leachate and perform Operation and Maintenance (O&M) for the life of the
landfill. For evauation purposes, thislifeis estimated to be 30 years.

23



I Egablish inditutiond controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) for certain
on-site activities, such as commercid congtruction only, and to limit the future land use of
the on-gite landfill.

I Edtimated Time for Design and Condruction: 4 years

Edtimated Time for Operation: 30 years
Edtimated Timeto meet remedid gods. 4 years

Estimated Capitd Cost: $ 12.3 million.
Estimated O& M Cost (Present Worth): $ 1.1 million.
Estimated Totd Cogt (Present Worth): $ 13.4 million.

Alternative 4. Source Removal with Treatment and On-Site Disposal (CA-3, SWD-4,
M SS-4, and CBS-4): Thisdternativeincludes excavation of soilsand sedimentsfrom contaminated aress,
on-sitetreatment, and on-ste disposd . Debris and contaminated materials not suitable for on-site trestment
are sent off-gite for appropriate disposal. This dternative has the following festures.

I Perform dte preparaion including: establishing ste office; removing debris and
vegetation; sampling to refine remedid areas, and demoalishing certain buildings. All
non-contaminated wastes would be disposed of in appropriate off-gite facilities.

I Perform a pre-design bioavailability study (see Section X1.C.1.afor an explanation) on
the Marsh Area soils and sediments to determine the appropriate amount of wetland
removd.

I Performtreatability studies on soilsand sedimentsto determine the gppropriate trestment

method(s) to minimize contaminant leaching from the soils and sediments. The anticipated
trestment technology is some form of solidification/stabilization.

I Remove soils and sediments with concentrations of contaminants that exceed cleanup
godls.

I Replace and contour soil in cleanup areas, and restore any removed wetlands.

I Treat contaminated soils and sediments on-site for heavy metd stabilization followed by
on-ste digposal under a permesble cover of clean soil at least two feet thick.

! Send contaminated soils and sediments determined to be hazardous wastes (for certain
materids that would occur after on-site treatment) to the appropriate off-site disposal
facilities (i.e.,, Hazardous Waste or Toxic Substances and Control Act (TSCA) landfill for
PCB materials). A minima amount of materia will require trestment off-Ste to meet land

disposd redtrictions prior to disposd.
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1 Egtablish indtitutiona controls (e.g., deed redirictions, including easements) for certain
on-gte activities such as commercid congtruction only.

I Edtimated Time for Desgn and Congruction: 4 years
Estimated Time for Operation: 30 years
Egtimated Time to meet remedid gods 4 years
Egtimated Capital Cost: $ 16.4 million.
Estimated O& M Cost (Present Worth): $ 0.7 million.
Estimated Tota Cost (Present Worth): $ 17.1 million.

Alternative 5. Source Removal with Off-Site Disposal (CA-4, SWD-6, M SS-6, and CBS-
6): Thisdternativeincludesremova or excavation of soilsand sedimentsfrom contaminated areasfollowed
by appropriate off-gte digposal. This aternative has the following features.

I Perform dte preparation including: establishing gSite office; removing debris and
vegetation; sampling to refine remedid areas; and demoalishing certain buildings. All
non-contaminated wastes would be disposed of in gppropriate off-gte facilities.

I Perform a pre-design bioavailability study (see Section XI1.C.1.a for an explanation) on
the Marsh Area soils and sediments to determine the gppropriate amount of wetland
removdl.

I Remove soils and sediments with concentrations of contaminants that exceed cleanup
godls.

I Replace and contour soil in cleanup areas and restore any removed wetlands.

! Send contaminated soils and sedimentsto the appropriate off-site disposa facilities(i.e,
Hazardous Waste or Toxic Substances and Control Act (TSCA) landfill for PCB
materids). A minima amount of materid will require trestment offSteto meet land disposd
restrictions prior to digposal.

1 Edtablish indtitutiond controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) for certain
on-gte activities such as commercia congtruction only.

I Edtimated Time for Design and Congtruction: 4 years

Estimated Time for Operation: 30 years
Estimated Time to meet remedid gods 4 years

Estimated Capital Cost: $ 23.9 million.
Edimated O&M Cogt (Present Worth): $ 0.4 million.
Estimated Tota Cost (Present Worth): $ 24.3 million.
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B. Management of Migration Alternatives Analysis

Alternative 6. Monitored Natural Attenuation with Phytoremediation (GW-2): This
dterndiive includes indtitutiond controls to prevent groundwater usage, naturd attenuation, and
phytoremediation (planting treesin the appropriate | ocation) to passively lower the groundwater. No direct
treatment of groundwater is included. The groundwater cleanup gods are expected to be, met in
approximately 10 years after completion of source control measures and the implementation of this
dternative. The FS did not evauate this dternative in conjunction with a source control aternative;
therefore, the time to achieve the cleanup goas and the associated operationd costs for this dternative
were based on a30-year timeframe. The costswere updated for thisROD to reflect the shorter operationd
time required when thisdternativeisimplemented with an adequate source control remedy. Thisdternative
has the following features:

I Monitor groundwater to track the progress of natural attenuation.

I Decrease contamination migration by lessening the groundwater contact with the waste

sources by limiting and lowering the groundwater level and flow by using phytoremediation.
Any trees planted will need to be monitored to determine that any metals accumulated
within the trees do not pose a risk to human hedlth or the environment.

1 Egtablish indtitutiond controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) for certain
on-ste activities such as use of groundwater at the Site.

I Edtimated Time for Design and Construction: 4 years (dependant on source control
schedule)
Estimated Time for Operation: 10 years
Estimated Time to meet remedid gods. 14 years
Estimated Capital Cost: $ 83,000.
Egtimated O&M Cogt (Present Worth): $ 0.31 million.
Estimated Total Cost (Present Worth): $0.39 million.

Alternative 7. Groundwater Treatment On-Site Treatment and Disposal (GW-3): This
dternative actively recovers groundwater and treatsit to remove contamination. Thisinvolvestheingalation
of sufficient groundwater extraction wellsto contain the migration of contaminated groundwater, on-ste
trestment of the collected groundwater, and re-infiltration of the treated groundwater into the ground. Prior
to discharge, the treated groundwater will be monitored to ensure compliance with treetment goas. It is
expected that the groundwater cleanup goals will be met in approximately 7 years after completion of
source control and the implementation of this dternative. The FS did not evauate this dternative in
conjunction with a source control dternative, therefore, the time to achieve the cleanup gods and the
associated operationd costs for this aternative were based on a 30-year timeframe. The costs were
updated for this ROD to reflect the shorter operationd time required when this dternative isimplemented
with an adequate source control remedy. This
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dterndive has the following features:

I Pump contaminated groundwater from severd Sitelocationsinto acentra trestment unit
on Ste.

! Treat groundwater for metals, cyanide, and volatile organic contaminants.
I Discharge treated water on-site.
I Monitor groundwater.

1 Egtablish indtitutiona controls (e.g., deed redirictions, including easements) for certain
on-ste activities such as use of groundwater at the Site.

I Edtimated Time for Design and Construction: 6 years (dependant on source control
schedule)
Edtimated Time for Operation: 7 years
Estimated Time to meet PRGs. 13 years
Edtimated Capitd Cogt: $ 1.92 million.
Egtimated O&M Cost (Present Worth): $2.88 million.
Edtimated Tota Cost (Present Worth): $ 4.8 million.

X. Compar ative Analysis of Alternatives

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents severd factors that EPA is required to consider in its

assessment of aternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates, the Nationa Contingency Plan
articulates nine evauation criteria to be used in assessing remedid aternatives, as described below.

Threshold Criteria

In accordance with the NCP, two threshold criteria must be met in order for the dternative to be
eligible for sdlection:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection, and describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway are
eliminated, reduced or controlled through trestment, engineering controls or ingtitutiona controls.

2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS)

addresses whether or not aremedy will meet dl of the ARARs of Sate and federd environmentd laws, and
if not, provides the grounds for invoking a CERCLA waiver(s) for those requirements.
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Primary Bdancing Criteria

The fallowing five criteriaare used to compare and eva uate those dternatives which fulfill thetwo
threshold criteria

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence assesses dternative for the long-term
effectiveness and permanence they afford, along with the degree of certainty that they will be successful.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment addresses the degree to
which aternative employ recycling or trestment to reduce toxicity, mohility or volume, and how trestment
is used to address the principle threats posed by the ste.

5. Short term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and any
adverse impacts on human hedth and the environment that may be posed during the congtruction and
implementation of the aternative until cleanup gods are achieved.

6. Implementability addresses the technicd and adminigrative feashility of an dternative,
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular option.

7. Cost includes estimated capita as well as operation and maintenance costs, on a net
present-worth basis.

Modifying Criteria

The two modifying criteriadiscussed below are used in thefina evauation of remedid dternatives
generdly after EPA has received public comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan.

8. State acceptance addresses the State’ s position and key concerns related to the preferred
dternative and other dternatives, and the State's comments on ARARS or the proposed use of waivers.

9. Community acceptance addresses the public’ s genera responseto the dternatives described
intheRI, FS, and Proposed Plan.

Following the detailed analysis of each individud aternative in the FS, a comparative analyss,
focusng on the rdl ative performance of each dternative againg the nine criteria, was conducted. A summary
of this comparative analyss can be found in Tables 3-6 to 3-9 of the FS (Weston 1998b).

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary of the aternatives

strengths and weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative andyss presented in the FS. For the
purposes of this Record of Decison, only those dternatives which satisfied the first two
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threshold criteria were baanced and modified using the remaining seven criteria. The discusson below
compares and contrasts each dternative to the nine evauation criteria, with particular attention paid to the
issues and concerns that led to the sdection of the fina remedy. Although not included in the FS and
Proposed Plan, adiscussion of how the salected source control remedy addressesthese nine criteriaisaso
included.

Source Control Alternatives

1. Overall protection of human health and theenvironment - Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the
selected remedy dl meet this threshold criteria through a combination of excavation, trestment, disposd,
and/or indtitutiona controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements), which will greatly reduce human
and animad contact with contamination. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 dl consst of excavating contaminated soils
and sediments; additionally, Alternative 3 has on-gite disposa, Alternative 4 has on-dSite treatment and
disposd, while Alternative 5 has off-dte disposal. The selected source control remedy will meet this
threshold criteria by excavating contaminated soils and sediments, tresting some of thismateria, and having
disposa occur off-gte. Alternatives 1 and 2 were diminated from further consideration as they are not
protective of human hedlth and the environment because the contamination, that will remainin place, will be
untreated and will continue to pose unacceptable risks.

2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) -
Alternative 3 complies with ARARS, except that invocation of waivers might be required of the setback
requirements of the Massachusetts Solid Waste Management Regulationsfor the on-sitelandfill. Alternatives
4 and 5, and the selected remedy al meet this threshold criteriaand do not require waivers.

3. Long-term effectivenessand per manence- Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the sdlected remedy
would be effective in reducing the leaching of contaminants because al would reduce contaminant mobility
through trestment or containment. Alternative 3 requires significantly more maintenance and monitoring in
the long term than Alternatives 4 or 5, or the selected remedy because Alternative 3 has an impermesble
cap and leachate collection system that would need to be maintained in order to ensure its long-term
effectiveness and permanence. Alternative 4 requires some maintenance and monitoring in the long term
because asoil cover would need to be maintained; while Alternative 5 and the selected remedy requiresonly
monitoring Snce contaminated materias, except residua contamination, would be removed from the Site.
Alterndtive 4 would require on-ste treatment of dl suitable contaminated materials. Depending on the results
of the trestability Sudies, Alternative 4 may use an innovative technology, which isexpected to berdiable.
Alternative 4 would have the highest leve of effectiveness and permanence because the greatest amount of
contamination would be treated. The sdected remedy would have a high level of effectiveness and
permanence because a Sgnificant amount of the contamination would be treated. Alternative 5 may have
some trestment of aminima amount of materia to meet land digoosdl retriction (LDR) requirements. Since
al dternatives will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining a the Ste above
levesthat dlow for unlimited use and unrestricted
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exposure, 5-year reviews of this Site will be required for each dternative.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment - Alternaive 3 would not
invave treatment for the materids remaining on-gte; therefore there would be no reduction of toxicity,
mohility, or volume through trestment. Alternative 4 and the selected remedy to some extent would reduce
the mobility and may reduce the toxicity of the contamination by solidification and/or stabilization of
materids. For the minima amount of materias that need to be disposed of in off-ste RCRA facilities,
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the selected remedy would involve trestment to meet LDR requirements,
thereby reducing the mobility and possibly the toxicity of some of the materids. The trestment processfor
Alterndtive 4 and the sdlected remedy may increase the volume of materiads for disposd; however, the
amount of increase depends on the type of solidification/stabilization used, Alternative 4 would most closaly
comply with the statutory preference for trestment. The sdected remedy would aso comply with the
datutory preference by tresting some of the contamination.

5. Short term effectiveness - Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the sdlected remedy should have
minimd short term exposure effectsto the community and workers. The greatest short term exposurewould
result from potentia contaminant releases during the excavation of the contaminated soil and sediment.
Potentia exposure would be diminated or minimized through engineering controls and monitoring. The
potentia risks would be smilar for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the selected remedy, Alternatives 3, 4, and
5, and the selected remedy dl have some truck traffic to and from the Site. Discussons will be held with
Town Officids and residents to determine the most protective and acceptable access route(s) for truck
traffic. Alternative 4 and the sdected remedy have some additiond on-site handling of the materias because
of trestment on-Site; but the short termrisks that trestment presents can be addressed probably by using a
temporary structure or enclosure to house the treatment operations.

6. Implementability - Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the selected remedy dl involve common,
religble technologies that can be readily obtained and implemented. Alternative 3 may involve the most
implementability issues because of the congtruction of a RCRA landfill, its associated operation and
maintenance, and the required ingtitutional controls (e.qg., deed restrictions, including easements) associated
with such alandfill. Alternative 4 and the selected remedy will require treatability studies to determine the
appropriate type of stabilization process that will be utilized. Also, Alternative 4 would require some
indtitutiona controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) for the area where the trested materias
would be placed. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, and the sel ected remedy al would require somerestrictions, such
as, the prohibition on resdentid housing a placeswherelow leve contamination remainsin the Commercid
Area.

7. Cost - Alternative 3 would be the least expensive a an etimated present worth cost of $13.4

million. Alternative 4 would cost an estimated $17.1 million. The selected remedy would cost an estimated
$18.2 million. Alternative 5 would be the most expensive cost a an estimated $24.3 million.
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8. State acceptance - The DEP dated that the Proposed Plan’s preferred source control
dternative (Alternative 4) should not be selected due to overwheming public opposition and the gpparent
avalability of other feasible and more acceptable options. The DEP aso ated that the identification of the
possible disposal options should be preceded by judicious sorting and characterization of the wastes.

9. Community acceptance - During the public comment period, the community expressed,
overwhdmingly, their preference that the contaminated materias not be left on the Site. There was some
sgnificant support for the contaminated materias to be treated prior to proper disposa offsite. Alternative
3 had no support from the community. The Atlas Tack Corp. preferred their own on-site capping dterndive,
and did not support any of the source control aternatives.

Management of Migration Alternatives

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment - Alternative 6 would meet this
threshold criteriathrough acombination of sourceremova (soil and sediment), monitored naturd attenuation,
phytoremediationand indtitutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions, including easements). Alternative 6 does
this because once the contamination sources are removed, natura attenuation processes, such as sorption
and dilution, will reduce the risk to humans and ecological receptors within an anticipated ten years after the
completion of the source control remediation. Alternative 7 would meet this threshold criteria through a
combination of source remova, groundwater trestment, and ingtitutiona controls. Alternative 1 was
eiminated from further consderation asit isnot protective of human health and the environment becausethe
contamination that will remain in place will continue to pase unacceptable risks.

2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS) -
Alternatives 6 and 7 would meet this threshold criteria and do not require waivers.

3. Long-term effectiveness and per manence- Both Alternatives 6 and 7, in combination with
a source remova dternative (Alternatives 3, 4, or 5, or the selected source control remedy), will result in
reducing contaminant levelsin groundwater over time. Both aternatives would rey on indtitutiona controls
(e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) to prevent human exposure to contaminants during the cleanup
and inthelong term. Long term groundwater monitoring would beimplemented to evaluate the effectiveness
of both Alternatives 6 and 7. The primary mechanism for reduction under Alternative 6 would be naturd
attenuation (such as sorption and dilution) and would take approximately 10 years after the completion of
the source control aternative to achieve cleanup goals. Alternative 7 would rely on physical treatment
processes to contain, recover, and treat the contaminated groundwater and would achieve cleanup gods
ingpproximately 7 yearsafter sartup of the treatment system. Alternative 7 would require that the treatment
system be properly operated and maintained.

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volumethrough treatment - Through naturd attenuation
and phytoremediation, Alternative 6 would reduce the toxicity, mohility, and volume of
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groundwater contaminetion through passvetreatment. Alternative 7 will actively reduce the toxicity, mohility,
and volume of the contamination by recovery and trestment processes.

5. Short term effectiveness - Both Alternatives 6 and 7 should have minimal short term effects
to the community and remediation workers. Engineering controls would be implemented to eiminate or
minimize exposures. However, there will be some additional minimal risksto workers and near by residents
with Alternative 7 because construction of a groundwater extraction and treatment system involves more
condruction activities, such asearth moving and truck traffic, than ingtalation of apassivetreatment system.
Also, someimpact on the environment during ingtalation of groundwater conveyance piping will result from
Alternative 7.

6. Implementability - All aspects of Alternatives 6 and 7 involve common construction
technologies which can be readily implemented. Alternatives 6 and 7 would require monitoring and
inditutiona contrals (e.g., deed restrictions, including easements) on the use of groundwater possibly even
after cleanup levels are achieved because the groundwater may still not be suitable for potable purposes.
Alternative 6 would require the planting of trees to lower the groundwater. Alternatives 7 would require
congruction and operation of atreatment system.

7. Cost - Alternetive 6 would be theleast expensive, with an estimated present worth cost of $0.39
million. Alternative 7 would have amuch more expensive cogt, estimated at $4.8 million. The cogtsfor both
dternatives have been updated since the issuance of the Proposed Plan to account for the shorter time
period to achieve the cleanup gods (when implemented with a source control remedy) versusthe 30-year
timeframe used for the operation and maintenance costs in the Proposed Plan.

8. State acceptance - The DEP dtated that light non-aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL) (primarily
toluene) may be the source of groundwater contamination in certain aress of the Site and that the LNAPL
may move during soil excavation. The DEP suggested that the remova of this potentia source should be
specified aspart of the preferred dternative for groundwater. Also, the DEP noted that EPA should consider
the benefit and feasibility of removing highly concentrated and localized areas of groundwater contamination
as part of the preferred dternative.

9. Community acceptance - Therewerefew public comments offered during the comment period
specificdly regarding the groundwater dternatives. There were some generd comments about wanting the
groundwater cleaned up. One public officia specificaly accepted Alterndtive 6 aslong asthe monitoring was
performed to determine that cleanup goas would be eventually achieved. The Sea Change pandist Jm
Plunkett commented that the groundwater should not be actively treated at the Site, especidly with the
removal of the source. The Atlas Tack Corp. did not specifically comment on the groundwater aternatives,
but did indicatethat they believe the groundwater does not posearisk to human hedlth and the environment.
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XI. Selected Remedy

The selected remedy isacomprehensve remedy which utilizes source control and management of
migration components to address the principa Site risks.

The sdlected remedy for the contamination source is a modification of Alternative 4 which will
indude the excavation of 54,000 yds® of contaminated soils and sediments, treatment (as necessary to
satisfy RCRA Land Ban requirements and to facilitate off-site disposal), and disposd off-gite in licensed
solid waste, TSCA, or RCRA Hazardous Waste facilities, as gppropriate. The origind Alternative 4 was
excavationand trestment of contaminated materidswith disposal on-site, and included off-ste digposa of
solid waste and debris, and contaminated material sthat could not be treated to the gppropriate Hazardous
Waste or TSCA gandards. The modification to Alternative 4 is the off-gite disposa of dl contaminated
materids, some of which will be treated as needed depending on the requirements of the off-ste disposa
facilities (estimated to be 6,000 yds® after treatment). Contaminated materid will only be treated on-site
if it lowers the cost of off-gte disposa. Some smdl amount of contaminated materids may require off-gte
trestment to meet disposal requirements (LDRS) (estimated to be 3,400 yds® ). The amount of materid
treated on-gte should be significantly less with the modified dternative than the origind Alternative 4.

Asprevioudy discussed, the Siteisdivided into thefollowing areas the Commercid Areg; the Solid
Waste and Debris Area; and the Marsh and Creek Bed Areas; as shown in Figure 2. Cleanup goas for
each area are based on the future use, the nature and extent of contamination, and the species impacted.
The approximate |ocations and depths of excavation are shownin Figure 3. The gpproximatefina contours
of the Site are shown in Figure 4.

The Commercid Areais being remediated so that it no longer presents an unacceptable human
hedthrisk, it issuitablefor commercia usein thefuture, and the migration of contaminantsviagroundwater
and surface water into the adjacent marsh and Boys Creek is prevented, The other areas are being
remediated to be protective of the environment (to prevent the migration of contaminantsleaching fromthe
soilsto the groundwater into Boys Creek, to reduce the contamination in the sediments of Boys Creek and
adjacent marsh, and to reduce the contamination in thetop two feet of Site soils). Indtitutiona controls(e.g.,
deed redrictions, including easements) will be established in the Commercid Areato restrict future use of
the property, including restrictions on excavation, congtruction, and residentia use.

The sdlected remedy for the remediation of the groundweter is Alternative 6: minima action of the
groundwater. The contaminants in the groundwater will be reduced to levels protective of the ecologica
receptors in the surface water by removing the contamination source in the soils and over time through
natura attenuation enhanced by phytoremediation. The groundwater will be monitored. Ingtitutiona controls
(e.0., deed redtrictions, including easements) will be established on the Site to prevent the ingtdlation of
drinking water wells until the groundwater meets drinking water standards.
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An expected outcome of the selected remedy isthat the surface soils (0-2 feet) in the Commercia
Area will no longer present an unacceptable risk to commercid area workers and their off-springs via
incidental ingestion and derma contact and will be suitable for commercid reuse. In addition, the Site
related human hedlth risk associated with ingestion of shellfish will be diminated because of the cleanup of
Boys Creek sediments to address ecologica concerns. The cleanup gods consstent with a
commercid/industrid use for the Commercia Area and trespassers for the rest of the Site are estimated
to be met once the sourceremova iscompleted, which should be gpproximately four years after thesigning
of thisROD.

Soils and sediments at the Site should no longer present an unacceptable risk to environmenta
receptors viaingestion of contaminated vegetation or biota, and incidenta ingestion of contaminated soils
or sediments. In addition, the contaminants in the soil will no longer act as a source of surface water and
sediment contamination in Boys Creek, thereby providing suitable habitat for environmental receptors.

Another expected outcome of the selected remedy is that groundwater at the Sitewill not present
an unacceptablerisk to environmenta receptorsvialeachateinto Boys Creek. After the soilsand sediments
above the dleanup leves have been removed, only residud levels of contaminantswill remainto leach into
the groundwater. Approximately ten years are estimated as the amount of time necessary for the
groundwater to naturdly attenuate to achieve the groundwater quaity gods consstent with a viable
ecosystem in Boys Creek and the associated marsh areas. The selected remedy will also provide
environmenta and ecologica benefits through the restoration of an estuarine wetlands system.

Although not afactor in the selection of the remedy, it is anticipated that the selected remedy will
a so provide socio-economic and community revitalization impacts such as increased property vaues, the
possible creation of jobs, increased tax revenues due to redevel opment, and an enhanced human uses of
ecological resources.

A. Interim Groundwater Cleanup Levels

Interim cleanup levels have been established in groundwater for dl COCsidentified in the Basdline
Risk Assessment found to pose an unacceptable risk to the environment. Interim groundwater cleanup
levels have been established to provide protection for environmenta receptors in the surface waters and
associated wetlands. Cleanup levels for copper, nicke, zinc, and cyanide are based on the Clean Water
Act’'s Ambient Water Qudlity Criteria for the protection of aguatic life in saltwater, which have been
incorporated into the Massachusetts Surface Water Qudity Standards, multiplied by a 10-fold dilution
factor. Sdected from arange of dilution factors for the Site based upon dilution evauations, the dilution
factor of 10 isat the low end of the range. Refer to Appendix D of the FS (Weston, 1998b) for more
details. A cleanup leve hasbeen st for toluene based on DEP s Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP)
Upper Concentration Limit.

In the Proposed Plan and FS, EPA indicated that DEP' s MCP GW-3 Method 1 standards
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would be used for those contaminantsfor which thereexist GW-3 Method 1 standards, whilethe gpproach
of multiplying the AWQC by a10-fold dilution factor would be used for copper, for which there does not
exist a GW-3 Method 1 standard. In the selected remedy, EPA has opted to set the interim groundwater
cleanup levelsfor al COCs based on the AWQC, where there exist AWQC. The salected remedy does
not have an interim groundwater cleanup leve for cadmium, even though thereisan AWQC for cadmium,
because its AWQC multiplied by a 10-fold dilution factor is higher than its groundwater concentretion at
the Site. Similarly, the selected remedy does not have an interim groundwater cleanup level for lead, even
though thereisan AWQC for lead, becauseits AWQC mulltiplied by a10-fold dilution factor ishigher than
its dissolved groundwater concentration at the Site. In the Proposed Plan and FS, EPA inadvertently
neglected to propose an interim groundweter cleanup leve for nickd; in reviewing the groundwater data,
EPA has concluded that an interim groundwater cleanup level for nickel should be established based on
the AWQC. Because there currently is no AWQC for toluene, EPA has opted to set the interim
groundwater cleanup leve for toluene based on the DEP sMCP Upper Concentration Limit. Also, inthe
Proposed Plan and FS, for toluene in the groundwater under the Commercia Area, EPA indicated that
DEP s MCP GW-2 Method 1 standard would be used based upon the thregt of toluene volatilizing from
the groundwater. Upon further examination of this exposure point, EPA has now determined that toluene
voldilizing fromthe groundwater does not represent apotential future threat to human health. The average
groundwater concentration of tolueneis 7,790 ug/l a the Site, while the groundwater concentration which
resultsin an unacceptableindoor vapor risk was cal culated to be 146,000 ug/l (see Appendix D for Indoor
Air Modding). Assuch, the Proposed Plan’ s proposed interim groundwater cleanup leve for toluene based
upon GW-2 Method 1 has not been adopted.

These changes do not subgtantidly dter the interim groundwater cleanup levels from those
proposed in the Proposed Plan and FS. In addition, they do not affect the estimated time for the Selected
Remedy to attain theselevels. These changes aso do not ater the source control remedy, even though they
change some of the cleanup levels from those in the Proposed Plan and FS, because they do not result in
any sgnificant changes in estimated soil volumes.

Table 12 summarizes the interim groundwater cleanup levels expected to provide protection of
ecological receptors in the surface waters and wetlands for COCs identified in groundwater. All interim
groundwater cleanup levels and find groundweter cleanup levels, if any, must be met at the completion of
the remedid action throughout the Site. EPA has estimated that these levels will be attained within
gpproximately 10 years after completion of the source control component.

Periodic assessments of the protection afforded by remedia actions will be made as the remedy
is being implemented and at the completion of the remedid action. When contaminant levels in the
groundwater either meet or gpproach theinterim cleanup levelsconsistently over athreeyear period, arisk
asessment shall be performed on the resdua groundwater contaminants, as listed on Table 12, to
determine whether theremedid actionis protective. Thisrisk assessment shdl follow EPA proceduresand
will assess the risksto the environmenta receptors from groundwater discharge into Boys Creek. If, after
review of the risk assessment, the remedia action is determined by EPA to be not protective of the
environment, the remedid action shal continue until ether
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protective levels are achieved, and are not exceeded for a period of three consecutive years, or until the
remedy is otherwise deemed protective or ismodified. These protective resdua levels shdl condtitute the
find cleanup levelsfor thisROD and shdl be considered performance standards for this remedid action.

If interim groundwater cleanup levels are not met and the remedy is found to be not protective as
aresult of the ecological risk assessment, an evauation of additiona actions necessary to meet protective
levels will be conducted. These actionsmay include acontinugtion of thisremedy or will involvemore active
remediation. EPA will select subsequent action(s) cons stent with the NCP and Superfund remedy sdection
policy and guidance.

The Site' saquifer hasbeen classified by the State (314 CMR 6.03). The groundwater is classified
asether Class| (fresh potable water supply) or |1 (sdine, water near tidaly influenced areas) depending
on the location under the Site. The future use of groundwater was evaluated based upon EPA Region I's
“Groundwater Use and Vdue Determination Guidance’ (EPA, 1996). Thisguidance“isintended to result
in more informed and focused decison-making and more commonsense and cost-effective groundwater
cleanups.” This guidance stresses the need for Site-gpecific groundwater “Use and Vaue Determination”
(performed by the State, with public input, and reviewed by EPA) before applying potentia
chemica-specific ARARs such asMCLs. The Groundwater Use and Vaue Determination for Atlas Tack
Corporation Superfund Site was released by DEP on March 11, 1998 (Weston, 1998b). Additionaly,
DEP s determination concluded that, due to the low use and vadue of the aquifer, use of the aquifer for
potable purposes was not likely. As such, the Safe Drinking Water Act’s maximum contaminant levels
(MCL9) and maximum contaminant level gods (MCLGs) are not applicable or relevant and appropriate
and were not used to establish groundwater cleanup levels. At the same time, because the groundwater is
not suitable for potable purposes even at locations not influenced by sat water because of contamination
(see Table 3 for a summary of contamination found at certain well locations), inditutiona controls (e.g.,
deed redtrictions, including easements) will need to be established to prevent any future use of the
groundwater at the Site for drinking water.

B. Soil/Sediment Cleanup Levels

The cleanup leves are based on the protection of human hedth and the environment. This Ste
poses risks to human health from soils in the Commercid Area for future workers and possibly to
consumers of shdllfish in Boys Creek. Also, this Site poses risks to the ecological receptors from soils,
sediments, biota, and the groundwater flowing from the contaminated soils and sediments to the surface
water. Soil cdleanup levelsfor chemicas posing arisk to humanswere developed for Commercid Area. Soil
and sediment cleanup levels for chemicas posing arisk to the environment were developed for different
Site aress. Because the risks to the ecologica receptors were greater than to humans in the
non-commercid areas (in particular, the Boys Creek sediments dueto shellfishingestion), only the cleanup
levels that are protective of the environment are presented below. Sediment cleanup levelsfor shellfishing
were not separately established also because the estimated risk (1.45 x 10*) was at the threshold for
remedia action (1 x 10*) and there are inherent uncertainties
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in the risk estimates (e.g., shdlfish consumption rates, bicavailability of the arsenic). By setting cleanup
levesfor the Boys Creek sedimentsto address ecological risks, the human health risks associated with the
ingestion of shdllfish will dso be addressed.

Cleanup gods for toluene and PCB were identified in the FS and Proposed Plan. The toluene
cleenup goa was based on the MCP Upper Concentration Limit. Upon further examination of the
concentrations in the soil, the toluene concentrations do not exceed the Upper Concentration Limit. The
PCB cleanup god for the Solid Waste and Debris Areawas based on the M assachusetts hazardous waste
regulations. The PCB cleanup goa should have been based upon a risk to ecologicd receptors. Upon
further review, the PCB concentrations do not present an ecological risk. As such, the Proposed Plan’s
cleanup gods for toluene and for PCB in the Solid Waste and Debris Area have not been adopted as
cleanup levels. These changes do not dter the soil cleanup area or cleanup volumes from the preferred
dterndive in the Proposed Plan.

Endosulfan 11, endosulfan sulfate, and iron were evauated during the basdline ecological risk
assessment. With respect to endosulfan |1 and endosulfan sulfate, in the Commercia Area, no soil cleanup
gods were established-endosulfan Il was not detected in this area, and, while endosulfan sulfate was
detected, this area was determined not to be a suitable habitat for ecologica receptors. With respect to
endosulfan 11 and endosulfan sulfate, in the Non-Commercia Aress, cleanup goas were likewise not
established because soil benchmarks were not exceeded or cleanup gods could not be calculated for the
indicator organisms. However, due to the co-location in the Non-Commercial Aress of the other
contaminants to be remediated, soils contaminated with endosulfan 11 and endosulfan sulfate will be
remediated. With repect to iron, a cleanup god was not established because it is naturally occurring and
impractica to clean up.

1. Human Health Concerns- Current and Anticipated Future Us(s) of the Site

Based on discussionswith Town representatives and citizens, it was deemed reasonable that future
use of the commercid areawould likely remain as commercid use and thus served as the basis for future
land use for the Commercia Areaonly. Other portions of the Site, including the salt marsh and wetlands
(on the eastern Sde), and the Hathaway Braey Wharf Company containing mostly a wooded area and
fresh water wetlands, due to existing wetland regulations, are anticipated to remain in their undevel oped
state.

Soil cleanup levelsfor COCsin surface soil (0-2 in feet depth) within the Commercid Area exhibiting an
unacceptable cancer risk or non-carcinogenic hazard potentid have been established such that they are
protective of public hedth.

Withrespect to carcinogenic COCs, soil cleanup levelsfor known and suspected carcinogens (Classes A,
B, and C compounds) have been set at a10° excess cancer risk level considering exposuresviaincidenta
ingestionand dermal contact to acommercia worker, except for arsenic and PCBs. Exposure parameters
for incidenta soil ingestion and dermal contact have been described (Weston 1998 a, b, and €). Inthecase
of arsenic, arisk management decision was utilized to move
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away from the background value (4.8 mg/kg) in the Proposed Plan to arrive at the cleanup level of 7.6
mg/kg. Thecleanup leve for arsenic (7.6 mg/kg) isbased on arisk level of 5.7x10°® whichisconsistent with
risk levelsfor the remainder of the Commercia Areaand within EPA’ srisk range (10“to 10°). Thisdoes
not change the volume of soils estimated to be remediated in the Proposed Plan because the arsenic is
located with the other contaminants and the estimated soil volumes for the other contaminantsisthe same
asin the Proposed Plan. In the case of PCBs, EPA has chosen to utilize a policy based approach which
entalls cleanup to 10 ppm for areas in which commercia land use is gpplicable (EPA, 1990). A more
consarvative vaue of 10 ppm was chosen because it could not be assumed that exposure would be limited
(e.g., roof remaining over s0ils, soils remaining covered, or contaminated materiad remaning in the same
place) in the future.

Withrespect to non-carcinogenic compounds, lead wasthe only COC. The cleanup leve for lead
in surface soils was established based on a non-carcinogenic risk to provide protection to the fetus of a
potentidly exposed femalein anon-residentia setting. EPA employed EPA’ s gpproach for ng risks
associated with non-residential adult exposures to lead in soil to establish a concentration in surface soil,
which if ingested by a pregnant femae would be unlikely to result infetal blood lead levelsin excessof 10
ug/dl. The cleanup level chosen fur lead in surface soils for the Commercid Areais 600 mg/kg (EPA,
1996h).

Bayllium was identified earlier in the Risk Assessment (Weston, 1995) as a chemical with a
carcinogenic risk from ingestion exposure and a cleanup goa was established in the FS. However, dueto
the withdrawa of the ord cancer potency estimate for this compound (IRIS, 1998), no cleanup level was
established for beryllium in the Proposed Plan.

Chrysene has been identified in Table 9 as a COC. A cleanup leve for chrysene was not

established becausethetota carcinogenic risk of 1.1x10° isonly sightly abovethe deanup range of 1x10°
. This does not dter the soil cleanup area or volume from the preferred dternative in the Proposed Plan.

Table 13 summarizes the cleanup levels for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic COCs in surface
soils protective of incidental ingestion and derma contact by a commercia worker.

These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedia action at the points of
compliance. Points of compliance for these compounds arethe top 2 feet of surface soil in the Commercia
Area after the completion of the remedia action. Compliance with the lead cleanup level should be based
on the arithmetic average concentration whereas other congtituents should be based on the 95% UCL of
the arithmetic mean concentration from Commercid Area surface soils. These soil cleanup levels atan
EPA’ s risk management god for remedia actions and have been determined by EPA to be protective.

2. Ecological Congderations

Based upon the results of the Basdine Ecologica Risk Assessment, site-specific remedid
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obj ectives and acceptable exposure limits for aguatic and terrestrid receptors have been identified for the
areas within the Ste that have environmenta risks associated with expaosure to contaminantsin soilsand/or
sediments. These areas are the Commercid Area, Solid Waste and Debris Area, and Marsh and Boys
Creek Aress.

Table 14 summarizes the COC concentrations, i.e., soil/sediment cleanup levels, that have
been established to protect ecologica receptors. These cleanup levels in soils and/or sediments have
been determined by EPA to be protective of the environment and attain al applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state requirements that gpply to the Site. These cleanup levels must be met
a the completion of the remedid action a the points of compliance, i.e, the soil and sediment
depths as identified in Table 14. The sdlected remedy’s soil and sediment cleanup levels for copper,
zinc, and cyanide which were based on leaching have changed from the cleanup leves presented in
the Proposed Plan. These changes were the result of changes to the groundwater cleanup levels,
which were then used to determine soil and sediment cleanup levels (see Section XI.A. for a
discusson of these changes). However, these changes in the cleanup levels do not significantly
change the estimated volume of soilsto be excavated.

a. Commercial Area

One of the ecologically based remedid action objectives for the Commercid Areasoils (0-2 feet
deep and gresater than 2 feet) isto protect surface water and sediments from contaminant migration from
Commercia Area soils via groundwater. Target soil concentrations referred to as Soil Leaching
Concentrations (SLCs) were caculated to represent the quality of soil meeting this remedid action
objective. An SLC represents the concentration of a contaminant in soil that would present a threat to
surface water quality due to the potentia for the contaminant to leach to groundwater and migrate to
surface water. The SLCsare based upon the atenuation of the contaminants from the leachatein soilsand
sediments, and the dilution of the leachate in Boys Creek. The SLCs, were derived using site-specific K
vaues, the Seasond Soil Compartment (SESOIL) Modd, AWQCs, and a ste-specific surface
water:groundwater dilution factor. The surface water: groundwater dilution factor was used to establish
target groundweter concentrations, which are synonymouswith the interim groundwater cleanup levels(see
Section XI.A. above). SLCs were caculated for contaminants whose dissolved concentration in
groundwater exceeded the groundwater target concentration, and whaose total concentrations in surface
water exceeded the AWQC (i.e., copper, zinc, and cyanide). These SLCs have been chosen as the ol
cleanup levelsin the Commercid Area (Table 14).

Chemica-specific cleanup goasfor protection of surface water and sediments from direct run-off
of soil contaminants via erosion are not necessarily based on the present drainage patterns in the
Commercid Area

b. Solid Waste and Debris Area

Soil cleanup levelsfor COCs in surface soil (0-2 feet deep) in the Solid Waste and Debris
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(SWD) Areaexhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk have been devel oped such that they are protective
of terrestrid organisms as shown in Table 14. Dietary exposure models calculated for the meadow vole,
robin and masked shrew led to the development of ecologica risk based concentrations of five chemicas
that are responsible for the mgority of the risks to those species. Ecological risk based concentrations
(ERBCs) were caculated for antimony, copper, lead, zinc and DDT, which are expected to be co-located
with any other chemicals of potential concern to terrestria receptors (see Table 6 for other chemicals of
potential concern). Background concentration information was evauated for al compounds of concern
which had ERBCs cdculated (Table 14). The cleanup levelsfor lead, zinc, and DDT were chosen based
onther background concentrationsSnceit isnot practical to saect acleanup leve lower than background.

To protect surface water and sediments from contaminant migration from the SWD Area via
groundwater, SLCs were caculated for some COCs (copper, zinc and cyanide) to represent soil
concentrations that would provide protection to ecological receptors. See discussion above in Section
X1.B.2.a. regarding the development of the SLCs. These SL.Cshave been chosen asthe soil cleanup levels
inthe SWD Areafor copper and zinc (for soils at depths greater than 2 feet) and for cyanide (for soils0-2
feet degp and greater than 2 feet) (Table 14). For copper and zinc in soils0-2 feet deep, the cleanup levels
which were selected to protect terrestria organisms (see above paragraph) arelower thantheir SLCs, and
as such will be used asthe cleanup levelsinstead of the SLCs.

Also, there is currently transport of contaminants from the SWD Area to surface water and
sediment via erosion and runoff. Design, congtruction and maintenance of eroson controls would aso
contribute to meeting the objective of protecting surface water and sediments from contaminants migrating
from the SWD Area.

c. Marsh and Creek Bed Areas

Results of the ecological risk assessment indicate that contaminant levelsin the Boys Creek Marsh
and Creek Bed Areas are sufficiently elevated to pose a substantia risk: to aguatic organisms due to
chemicas in surface water, to aguatic benthic and epibenthic organisms due to contaminants in sediments,
to the great blue heron due to contaminants in fish, and to the black duck due to contaminantsin shellfish.
ERBCswere developed for cadmium, copper and zinc since they were responsible for contributing to the
majority of the unacceptable risk and, based on review of RI data, they are co-located with many of the
other chemicals (e.g., cyanide, arsenic, nickel, DDT and methoxyclor) which contributed risk to agquetic
and terrestria receptors. Therefore, cleanup goas were only established for soilsin the Marsh Areaand
sediments in the Creek Bed Area a depths 0-2 feet for cadmium, copper and zinc (Table 14) based on
severa methods which included: an evauation of empiricaly-derived sediment qudity guiddines (eg.,
ER-Ms) compared to site-specific sediment concentrations; the development of benchmarks based on
models of dietary exposure for the black duck and great blue heron; and the development of equilibrium
patitioning hazard quotients for organic contaminants usng AWQC. Toxicity tests, ancillary
chemica/physica properties (SEM/AVS, grain size, TOC), and tissue datafrom ribbed mussdl, hard shell
clams, soft
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shdl clams, and mummichog supported the cleanup goas. ER-Mswere chosen to establish cleanup levels
based on aweight-of-evidence agpproach. ER-Msrepresent concentrations above which deleterious effects
would likely occur. This welght-of-evidence evauation of other benchmarks, site-specific toxicity testing,
and field observationsindicates that the ER-M vauesfor cadmium, copper, and zinc are protectivefor this
Site.

To protect surface water and sediments from contaminant migration fromMarsh and Creek Bed
Areas soils and sediments (at depths greater than 2 feet) via groundwater, it was determined that these
Marsh and Creek Bed Areas s0ils and sediments would need to meet the cleanup goals based on soil
leaching (i.e., SLCs). See discussion above in Section X1.B.2.a. regarding the development of the SLCs.
These SL. Cshave been chosen as the soil and sediment cleanup levels for copper, zinc and cyanidein the
Marsh and Creek Bed Areas for soils and sediments a depths greater than 2 feet (Table 14).

C. Description of Remedial Components

After an extensve process of evauating cleanup dternatives and review of comments to the
Proposed Plan, EPA has selected the remedy described below as the best balance between the nine
criteria and the best overall approach to the Site. The selected remedy includes a modification to the
preferred source control dternative discussed in the Proposed Plan. The selected groundwater remedy is
the same asthe preferred dternative discussed in the Proposed Plan. The principle features of the selected
remedy are asfollows.

1. Source Control
a. Site Setup, Clearing, Sampling, and Contamination Delineation

Thefirgt step intheremedia processwill beto establish an on-ste office and mobile laboratory to
support thefidd activities. Then, thefollowing activitieswill be completed, most at the sametime. The soils
and sediments will be sampled to better define the remediation areas and amounts. A treatability study will
be performed to determine the most appropriate treatment for the contaminated materia sthat can and need
to be treated. Debris and vegetation will be excavated from the work areas. The power plant, metal
building, and rear section of the main building will be demolished to make room for the remedia activities.
Cleared vegetation, debris, and building materids will be disposed of in the gppropriate off-site facilities.
Discussons will be held with Town Officid sand residentsto deter-mine the most protective and acceptable
access route(s) for truck traffic.

Also, abioavailability sudy in the Marsh Areawill be performed to better define the extent of the
areas requiring excavetion, thereby avoiding, to the extent practicable, the unnecessary destruction of any
floodplain, wetland or riverfront area. Bioavailability is defined as the degree to which materiads in an
environmenta media can be assmilated by organisms (EPA, 19974). There is a relationship between
bioavailability and chemica exposure to organiams. The bioavailability
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study will be used to assess exposure. The measurements of bioavailability include andyses of the
meagnitude, duration, and frequency of exposure. The study will likely include data from the chemical
sources, chemica digtribution (including transformation), and spatia-tempord digtributions of key
receptors. Because evauaion of contamination concentrations in whole sediments may not be sufficient
to address the question of bioavailability, modifying factors (e.g., organic carbon smultaneoudy extracted
metadSacid volatile sulfide (SEM/AVS) ratio) must be considered. Specific assessment tools to measure
or estimate bioavailability may include: sediment, pore water and overlying water concentrations, SEM;
AV S and organic carbon concentrations; tissue concentrations, biomarkers, fate and trangport models, and
food chain modds (Ingersoll, 1997).

b. Excavation, Treatment, and Disposal

Approximately 54,000 yd? of contaminated soilsand sedimentswill be excavated wherever heavy
metas, cyanide, PCBs, PAHS, and pesticides are present above the cleanup levels. Once removed, the
contaminated soils and sediments will be separated from any solid wastes and debris. Materias will be
tested to determineif they contain contamination at levels above the cleanup goas as shown in Tables 13
and 14. The contaminated materias will be tested and further separated into materidsthat will be treated
and not trested. The estimated total volumes of each material at the Site are shown in Table C-1in
Appendix C. The actual amount of excavation in the Marsh Area will depend on results of the
bioavailability study. Approximately 55,000 yd® of solid waste, debris, and treated and un-treated soilsand
sediments will be sent off-gite to the appropriate disposa facilities in compliance with the EPA Off-Ste
Rule, 40 CFR 300.440. A minimal amount of materia determined to be hazardous waste will require
trestment off-site to meet land disposal redtrictions prior to disposal.

The on-gite treatment will be for materias requiring treatment for off-site disposa (estimated to be
6,000 yd® treated). The most appropriate treatment method(s) will be determined from the Treatability
Studies. The treatment will eiminate the potentia for contaminants to leach from these materias. The
treatment technology(ies) will most probably be some form of solidification/stabilization. The trestment of
the contaminated materials will be done in atemporary enclosure to the extent practicable to ensure that
workers and residents in the area are not impacted by airborne dust and contaminants. Appropriate
engineering controls will be used to reduce dl other dust emissions from excavation and storage of
materials, and truck traffic on-gte.

Soils and sediments with contaminant concentrations that do not exceed the cleanup godswill be
placed back into the areasthat have been excavated. Additiond fill will be brought onto the Siteto properly
contour the Site. Once the contamination is removed from the various Site areas, each area will be
regraded and revegetated to itsorigina pre-contamination condition to the extent possible. Salt marsh areas
that are excavated to remove contamination will be regraded and revegetated to approximeate the origina
conditions of the remediated area. Erosion protection will be provided in each area, as appropriate, to
prevent bank scouring and erosion.

Some of the soils and sediments to be excavated are below groundwater €l evations and/or
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in Boys Creek. These removed soils and sediments may have water treatment issues associated with
excavation, storage, trestment, and/or disposal activities. Soils and sediments that require dewatering will
be placed into atank or on animpervious surface. Dewatering of soils or sediments will probably involve
some type of mechanica dewatering (e.g., filter press) and/or gravity settling. Soils and sedimentswill be
dried enough to meet disposa requirements. All water separated from the soilsand sediment will betested,
and if necessary treated to groundwater or surface water standards, before being discharged back onto
the Site. Boys Creek may be temporarily diverted in some locations to adlow for the remova of
contaminated sediments.

The excavation, treetment, and disposal of contaminated soilsand sediments are described in more
detall in Appendix C.

c. Monitoring

A long-term monitoring program will be undertaken to assessthe effectiveness of the remedy over
the long term. Soils, sediments, surface water, and vegetation will be sampled and andyzed for the levels
of the COCs. Thesemonitoring activitieswill be undertaken for 30 years after the completion of the source
control remedy.

2. Management of Migration - Monitored Natural Attenuation with
Phytoremediation of the Site Groundwater

The risks from the groundweter contaminants will be sgnificantly reduced by primarily removing
contamination sources to the groundwater. The groundwater contamination will be further reduced by
natura attenuation. For the inorganic compounds, naturd attenuation is expected to involve chemica
transformation, sorption, and dilution. For the organic compounds, naturd attenuationisexpected to involve
chemica transformation, sorption, dilution, and biodegradation. Additionad measures to control the
groundwater eevation will be by phytoremediation (trees will be planted to lower the groundwaeter).
Panting treeswill only be donein areas of the Site that the groundwater is not influenced by the ocean and
tida actionin Boys Creek. The exact location, types, and numbers of treesto be planted will be determined
during theremedial design. It will take severd yearsfor the treesto becomelarge enough and the treeroots
to be deep enough to fully lower the groundwater level. When fully grown the trees should limit the flow
of groundwater through areas where residua contamination gtill remains at the Site. The trees selected to
lower the groundwater will be limited to types that do not take up contamination, thereby preventing the
movement of contamination from one location (groundwater) to another (trees). The groundwater should
meet the cleanup goal's gpproximeately ten years after the removal of the contamination sources.

A long-term groundwater monitoring program will be undertaken to assess the effectiveness of the
remedy (naturd attenuation with phytoremediation of the groundwater in conjunction with source control)
over the long term. The groundwater monitoring will include anadlys's of contaminants of concern over 30
years dfter the completion of the source control remedy. The most
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gppropriate sampling locationswill be determined once the sources of contamination areremoved. Theuse
of existing wells may be possible. In addition, the trees will be monitored for metals.

3. Ingtitutional Controls

Indtitutiond controls will also be established on the Site properties to ensure that the remedy
is protective of human hedth and the environment. Typicdly, inditutiona controls will be
redrictive covenants running with the land in perpetuity, and may include easements. Inditutiona
controls will be established to prevent any future use of the groundwater a the Site for drinking
water. If groundweater is determined to be within safe and acceptable levels for drinking after the
groundwater cleanup levels have been reached, then regtrictions on groundwater use may be lifted.
Also, indtitutiona controls will be established to limit other activities at the Ste. Such limits include
redricting the types of use and condruction within portions of the Commercia Area to only
commercid and indudtrid uses (i.e, no residentiad use). Inditutiona controls may adso be
established in the Non-Commercid Area to limit the use of that area to certain recregtiona uses
congstent with the risk assessment and response actions conducted in that area. It should be noted,
however, that the wetlands within this area are currently under redtrictions from existing wetland
regulations.

Thereisacurrent risk at the Site from shdlfish ingestion. The existing shdllfish ban imposed by the
Town of Fairhaven, based on bacterid issues, should be continued until testing indicates no risk from
bacteria contamination, as well as from Site contaminants. It is expected, a the concluson of the post
remedial risk assessment, that the Site will not pose arisk from shdlfish ingestion due to Site contaminants
because of the removal of the sources of contamination that cause this shellfish ingestion risk.

4. Review of the Completed Remedy

The Commercia Area of the Site will be cleaned up to be protective of human hedth based
upon anticipated future commercia use; residential uses will be prohibited. As such, because the
sedlected remedy will nonethdess result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remaning a the Ste above levels that dlow unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, EPA is
required to conduct five-year reviews. The purpose of these reviews is to evauate whether the
selected remedy remains protective of human hedth and the environment. These five-year reviews
are required no less often than each five years after the initiation of the remedia action, and EPA
may terminate these reviews when no hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at
the Site above levels that alow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure.

5. Cost and Schedule

Thetotd cost of this action is estimated to be gpproximately $18.6 million. A breskdown of the
costsfor the source control and groundwater remedia actions are shown on Tables 15 and 16. Thedesign
and studies should be completed 2 years &fter the Record of Decision (ROD) is signed.



The physica Site cleanup of contamination sources and Site restoration should be completed 4 years after
the ROD issigned. It is anticipated that the groundwater cleanup levelswill be reached within 10 years of
completion of the source removal.

XIl. Statutory Deter minations

The remedia action selected for implementation at the Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site is
consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The sdlected remedy is protective of
human hedth and the environment, attains ARARs and is cost effective. The sdected remedy also satisfies
the statutory preference for treatment that permanently and sgnificantly reduces the mobility, toxicity or
volume of hazardous substances asaprincipa dement. Additionaly, the selected remedy utilizes dternate
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

A. The Sdlected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environment

The remedy a this Site will permanently reduce the risks posed to human hedth and the
environment by diminating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmenta receptors
through treatment, engineering controls and/or inditutional controls. More specificaly the remova and
trestment/digposal of contaminated soils and sediments will reduce human hedth and ecologica risks and
reduce contaminant leaching to the groundwater to acceptable levels.

Moreover, the sdlected remedy will achieve potential human hedlth risk levels that attain the 10
to 10 incrementa cancer risk range and alevel protective of noncarcinogenic endpoints. The remedy is
aso protective of sendtive ecologica receptors. The groundwater at the Siteis considered by the DEP not
to beacurrent or future drinking water source. The remedy will requireingitutiona controlsto prevent the
use of the groundwater for drinking water purposes. Interim groundwater cleanup goals have been
edablished to be protective of sendtive wetlands and surface water environmenta receptors. It is
anticipated that, with the dimination of the source of contamination in the soils and sediments, the levels of
these contaminantsin the groundwater will be naturaly reduced to acceptablelevels-within about 10 years
after the completion of the source control remedy. Once these levels have been met, an ecological risk
assessment will be conducted to insure they are protective of the environment. On the devel opable portion
(Commercid Area) of the Site, inditutiond controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) will be
edtablished to limit the activities to only commercid uses (i.e,, no resdentia use).

B. The Selected Remedy Attains ARARs
The selected remedy will attain al applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state
requirements (ARARYS) that apply to the Site. A brief summary of the ARARsfollows. Refer to Tables 17,

18, and 19 for acomprehensive presentation of the chemical-, location-, and action-specific ARARs and
other palicies, criteriaand guidances “to be considered” (TBCs).
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In implementing the sdlected remedy, the off-gte digposal of hazardous substances must comply
withEPA’ s Off-Site Rule (40 CFR 300.440-Proceduresfor Planning and Implementing Off-Site Response
Actions).

1. Chemical-Specific ARARs

The Clean Water Act’'s Ambient Water Quality Criteria (ak.a. National Recommended Water
Qudity Criteria) for the protection of aguatic life (AWQC) were used to determine appropriate
groundwater, soil, and sediment cleanup level s based upon contaminant migration from soilsand sediments
to the groundwater and then from the groundwater to surface water. Based upon the current and potential
future use of the surface water at the Site (as described above in Section VI1.C.), these AWQC have been
determined to be relevant and gppropriate in their use to calculate cleanup level sin groundwater, soilsand
sediments. “The Potentid for Biological Effects of Sediment-Sorbed Contaminants Tested in the Nationa
Status and Trends Program,” NOAA Technica Memorandum NOS OMA 52 (Long & Morgan, 1990
and 1991) and “Incidence of Adverse Biologica Effects within Ranges of Chemica Concentrations in
Marine and Estuarine Sediments” (Long &t d., 1995) were used asa TBC to establish cleanup levels for
sediments (0-2 feet deep) within Boys Creek and adjacent marsh. EPA’s gpproach for assessing risks
associated with non-residentia adult exposuresto lead in soil was used asa TBC to establish the cleanup
level for lead in the Commercia Area (EPA, 1996b). Findly, the EPA Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) and
Reference Doses (RfDs) were used in performing the human hedlth risk assessment and in establishing
cleanup levelsfor the soilsin the Commercid Area

2. Location-Specific ARARs

The sdlected remedy has been determined by EPA to comply with the requirements of the
Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 11990, the Floodplain Management Executive Order 11988, the
Clean Water Act 8§ 404 dredge and fill regulations, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Coastdl
Zone Management Act, and various Massachusetts statutes, regulations and policies, such asthe Wetlands
Protection Act, River Protection Act Amendmentsto the Wetlands Protection Act, Clean WatersAct, and
Coadta Zone Management Policies. EPA has determined that: (a) there is no practicable dternative with
less adverse impact on the on-site floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront aress; (b) al practicable measures
will be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverseimpacts from the work to the floodplains, wetlands, and
riverfront areas; (C) current information indicates that there will likely to be no impact on threatened or
endangered species; (d) there will be no significant loss of flood storage capacity, and no sgnificant net
increase in flood storage or velocities; (e) banks will be restored and habitat will be improved; (f) the
performance of the sdected remedy will not result in any discharge that will cause or contribute to
exceedances of state water quality standards or toxic effluent standards or to degradation of water qudlity;
and (g) erosion controlswill beimplemented to prevent contaminant runoff to surface water. An evaluation
of the selected remedy’s effect on the Sites floodplain, wetlands and riverfront aress is attached as
Appendix E of thisROD.
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3. Action-Specific ARARS

The source control remedy will comply with the Clean Water Act’'s NPDES requirements,
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards, and Massachusetts Ground Water Quality Standards
in the discharge of water resulting from the dewatering of excavated soils and sediments. In addition, the
source control remedy will comply with various RCRA and TSCA requirements concerning the handling
of hazardous materials and PCB materids (with contamination equd to or above 50 ppm), respectively.
PCB contaminated materias will be decontaminated prior to off-gite trangport or disgposa in accordance
with40 CFR 761.79. EPA’ s Guidance on Remedid Actionsfor Superfund Siteswith PCB Contamination
(August 1990) was congdered in establishing the cleanup leve for PCBsin the Commercid Area

C. The Sdected Remedial Action is Cost-Effective

In the Agency’ sjudgment, the selected remedly is cogt effective, i.e., the remedy affords overdl
effectiveness proportiond to its costs. In sdlecting this remedy, once EPA identified dternatives that are
protective of human hedth and the environment and that attain, or, as gppropriate, waive ARARS, EPA
evauated the overd| effectiveness of each dternative by evauating the following three of five baancing
criteria used in the detailed andlyss of dternatives: (1) long term effectiveness and permanence; (2)
reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment; and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overdl
effectivenessis then compared to cost to determine whether aremedy is cost effective. The cogts of the
source control and groundwater remedial actions are shown on Tables 15 and 16.

Alternative 5isnot consdered cost effective anceitscost ishigher than any of the other dternatives
while not providing any additiond effectiveness. Alternative 3 is the least codtly protective dternative,
however, it isless “effective’ than Alternative 4 and the selected remedy because it involves significantly
lesstrestment. Since Alternative 4 and the sdlected remedy providefor the treatment of increased volumes
of contaminated materia, they, therefore, also provide increased reduction in mobility and toxicity aswell
as long term effectiveness and permanence. Alternative 4 and the selected remedy are both cost effective
snce their costs are proportiond to their overal effectiveness.

The sdected Management of Migration remedy (Alternative 6 - GW-2) is the lowest cost
protective dternative carried through the detailed dternative andysisin the FSfor the groundwater cleanup.
The groundwater will be monitored and indtitutiond controls will be put in place to prevent the use of the
groundwater for drinking water purposes. Active restoration of the agquifer (Alternative 7 - GW-3) would
have cost an additiona $4.4 million over the selected remedy and would not have significantly reduced the
estimated time frame to atain groundwater cleanup gods in the long term. As such, the selected remedy
affords the grestest overal effectiveness proportiond to its cos.
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D. The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment or
Resour ce Recovery Technologiesto the Maximum Extent Practicable

Oncethe Agency identified those dternativesthat attain or, as appropriate, waive ARARs and that
are protective of human hedlth and the environment, EPA identified which dterndtive utilizes permanent
solutions and dternative trestment technologies or resource recovery technol ogies to the maximum extent
practicable. This determination was made by deciding which one of theidentified aternatives providesthe
best balance of trade-offs among dternatives in terms of: 1) long-term effectiveness and permanence; 2)
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volumethrough treetment; 3) short-term effectiveness, 4) implementability;
5) cogt; 6) State acceptance; and 7) community acceptance. The balancing test emphasized long-term
effectiveness and permanence and the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through trestment; and
consdered the preference for trestment as a principa dement, the bias againgt off-gite land disposa of
untreated waste, and community and state acceptance. The selected remedy provides the best bal ance of
trade-offs among the aternatives.

1. Source Control

The sdlected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and dternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable for this Site. The sdected remedy requires excavation of contaminated soils
and sediments. These soils and sediments will then be treated on-Site, as necessary to lower codts, prior
to disposd at appropriate facilities off-gte. Treating the soils and sediments, such that they comply with
legally-mandated off-site disposa requirements, utilizes a permanent solution (off-site digoosd) relying on
treatment (mogt likdy fixation or solidification) to the maximum extent practicable, while meeting dl lega
trestment and off-site disposa requirements. The salected remedy affords the best balance of tradeoffs as
compared to the other aternatives that are protective and meet ARARSs. Alternatives 3 and 5 do not
require treatment to any greet extent, but instead, rely upon an engineering solution thet is less effectivein
the long term. In addition, Alternative 3 presents sgnificant implementation issues related to congtructing
a 3-acre, 25-30 foot landfill in the center of town and has been grestly criticized by members of the
surrounding community. The selected remedy raises few implementation issues and is congstent with the
wishes of those in the town and the State that the contamination be removed from the Site. Asareault, the
selected remedy affords a better baance of tradeoffs than Alternatives 3 and 5. Like the selected remedy,
Alternative 4 provides for treatment of contaminated soils and sediments, but the materials would then be
disposed of on-dite, contrary to the strong sentiments of the community. Because the cogtsfor Alternative
4 and the selected remedy are close, and the salected remedy hasthe support of the community and State,
the selected remedy provides the best balance among the tradeoffs presented.

2. Management of Migration

Alterndtive 6 (GW-2) with the remova of the sources of contamination to the groundwater in the
long term achieves a permanent solution without the use of active groundwater treatment.
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Alternative 6 is estimated to attain groundwater cleanup gods within ten years after the completion of the
source control remedy as a result of the source removal, naturd attenuation, and phytoremediation.
Alterndtive 7 (GW-3) providesfor active treetment of the groundwater at an estimated cost of $4.8 million
versus $0.4 million for the sdected Alternative 6. However, the time estimated to attain groundwater
cleanup godsis not substantidly different for the two dternatives. The sdected remedy affords the best
bal ance of trade-offs as compared to the other option (Alternative 7) because the selected remedy achieves
a permanent solution within asimilar time period at a substantially reduced cost.

E. TheSdected Remedy Satisfiesthe Preferencefor Treatment Which Permanently and
Significantly Reduces the Toxicity, Mobility or Volume of the Hazardous Substances as a
Principal Element

A principa eement of the selected remedly istreatment. This element addressesthe primary threat
at the Site, contaminated soils and sediments, which represent risks to human helth and the environment
from contact and ingestion and to sengitive ecological receptorsthrough the leaching of contaminantsto the
groundwater. The sdected remedy satisfies the statutory preference for trestment as a principa eement
by treeting the more heavily contaminated soils and/or sedimentsto meet acceptableleaching levels, criteria
(TCLP), LDRs and/or TSCA requirements as appropriate.

XI111. Documentation of Significant Changes

EPA presented a Proposed Plan (preferred dternative) for remediation of the Site on December
2, 1998. The source control portion of the preferred aternative included removal, trestment and on-Site
disposal of contaminated soils and sediments (Alternative 4). The management of migration portion of the
preferred dternaive included naturd attenuation, after source remova, and monitoring (Alternative 6).
During the public comment period, the public and their State and Federal elected representatives voiced
considerable displeasure with the preferred dternative particularly with regard to the disposa of treated
s0ils and sediments on-ste in a RCRA Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU). The proposed
disposa area would have been located at the rear of the Atlas Tack property and would have been
approximately 3.4 acresin Sze and 4 to 6 feet in height. The estimated cost for Alternative 4 was $17.1
million. Approximately 30,000 yd- of material was to be treated in Alternative 4. The Selected Remedy
will treat gpproximately 5,000 yd- on-site; an additional 3,400 yd- will be treated off-site.

The codt for Alternative 5 was estimated a $24.3 million. Alternative 5 provided for the disposa
of alarge amount of contaminated soils and sediments to a RCRA Hazardous Waste Landfill, and lesser
amounts of solid wastes and less contaminated materids to other disposal facilities. New information,
devel oped during the comment period regarding off-site disposal optionsand locations, indicated that, with
the combination of treatment of some of the soils and sediments, and judicious selection of appropriate
disposd areasand types, dl of the contaminated .soils and sediments could be disposed of off-sitefor only
approximately $1.2 million more than the
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cost of the Proposed Plan’s preferred source control aternative. As previoudy noted, EPA believesthat
this additiond cost is ajustified response to the concerns of the public. This change does not require the
issuance of anew proposed plan. Althoughit represents adifferent mix of componentsfrom thedternatives
presented in the FS and the Proposed Plan, EPA believesthat it could have been reasonably anticipated
by the public.

After consideration of al of the public comments received on the December 1998 Proposed
Cleanup Plan, EPA does not beieve that significant changes to the remedy described in that Plan are
needed. In generd, most comments favored remova of the contamination to an off-gte digposd facility.
Some comments favored treatment of the materid. These community issuesresulted in some modifications
to the proposed remedy. The attached Responsiveness Summary (Appendix A) should be consulted for
amore detailed discusson of the comments received on the Proposed Plan and EPA’ sresponsesto them.

XIV. StateRole

The Massachusetts Department of Environmenta Protection hasreviewed the various dternatives
and had indicated its support for the sdected remedy. The State has dso reviewed the Remedid
Investigation, Risk Assessment, and Feasibility Study to determineif the selected remedy isin compliance
withapplicable or rlevant and gppropriate State Environmenta laws and regulations. The Commonwedlth
of Massachusetts concurs with the selected remedy for the Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site. A copy of
the declaration of concurrence is attached as Appendix F.
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TABLE1

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point
Concentrations for Commercial Soils (Future Maintenance Worker)

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Commercial Soil
Exposure Medium: Inside and Outside Building - Top 2 feet

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration PPM " eqsfmlcy Colrf():(s:tsrua:tﬁon I(E:):)F:l(z:r:t? Zt?(;]r: S’\t/la;:jrczl
Min | Max Detection Units
Soil On-Site-Direct Contact

Volatiles
Methylene Chloride 130802 [150e02 | 3 [/ |27 [144E-02 PPM 9596UCL
Semi-Volatiles
Acenaphthylene 1.70E-01 2.20E+00 4 |/ |10 1.27E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(a)Anthracene 1.40E-01 2.10E+02 7 |/ |10 6.03E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(a)Pyrene 1.50E-01 1.90E+02 6 |/ |10 5.48E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 2.20E-01 1.50E+02 8 |/ |10 4.33E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 2.30E-01 9.50E+02 8 |/ |10 2.70E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 1.40E-01 1.90E+02 8 / |10 5.46E+01 PPM 95%UCL
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthal ate 8.30E+00 4.90E+01 2 |/ |10 1.52E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 1.10E+00 3.20E+00 2 |/ |10 1.56E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Chrysene 1.60E-01 2.30E+02 9 / |10 6.60E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Dibenz(a,h)Anthracene 4.20E-01 1.40E+01 4 |/ |10 4.58E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Dibenzofuran 1.50E-01 8.40E+01 3 / |10 2.43E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 2.80E-01 1.20E+02 8 / |10 3.47E+01 PPM 95%UCL
2-Methylnaphthalene 2.80E-01 2.00E+01 2 / |10 6.20E+00 PPM 95%UCL
2-Methylphenol 6.50E-01 2.80E+00 2 / |10 1.42E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Naphthalene 1.20E-01 1.20E+02 3 / |10 3.45E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Phenanthrene 1.40E-01 4.30E+02 7 / |10 1.23E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Pyrene 2.20E-01 3.80E+02 9 / |10 1.09E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Pesticidesand Polychlorinated Biphenyls
Aroclor-1260 2.80E-01 3.60+01 6 / 18 1.89E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Beta-BHC 1.20E-02 1.20E-02 1 / 18 1.20E-02 PPM MAX
4,4'-DDT 9.80E-03 9.80E-03 1 / |8 9.80E-03 PPM MAX
Inorganics
Aluminum 2.88E+02 9.38E+04 27 |1 |27 1.46E+04 PPM 95%UCL
Antimony 6.50E+00 1.18E+02 9 /123 3.07E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Arsenic 5.50E-01 9.60E+01 27 |1 |27 1.87E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Beryllium 3.30E-01 1.50E+00 15 [/ |25 5.58E-01 PPM 95%UCL
Cadmium 8.50E-01 1.50E+03 9 /|24 2.15E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Chromium 5.80E+00 2.43E_03 27 |1 |27 3.11E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Cobalt 1.90E+00 6.06E+02 24 |1 |26 6.89E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Copper 1.16E+01 5.40E+04 23 |1 |27 6.09E+03 PPM 95%UCL
Lead 3.70E+00 5.95E+03 27 |/ 27 1.28E+03 PPM 95%UCL
Manganese 1.97E+01 1.59E+03 27 |/ 27 5.65E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Mercury 2.40E-01 1.80E+00 9 /|27 4.35E-01 PPM 95%UCL
Nickel 2.10E+00 1.70E+03 25 |/ 27 2.94E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Vanadium 5.80E+00 6.35E+02 27 |/ 27 5.92E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Zinc 2.61E+01 1.90E+05 26 |/ 27 3.80E+04 PPM 95%UCL
Cyanide 3.90E+00 1.69E+04 8 / 27 2.19E+03 PPM 95%UCL

Key:

PPM= Part Per Million (mg/kg)

95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Limit
Min: Minium concentration

Max: Maximum concentration




TABLE 2

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point
Concentrations for Commer cial Soils (Future Adult Trespasser)

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Non-commercial Soil
Exposure Medium: Soils

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration PPM " eqcljfenl ¥ Colrf():(s:tsrua:tﬁon I(E:):)F;?:r:t? Zt?(;]r: S’\t/la;:jrczl
Min Max Detection Units
Soil On-Site-Direct Contact

Volatiles
Semi-Volatiles
Benzo(a)Anthracene 1.90E-01 6.60E+01 15 |/ |19 1.89E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(a)Pyrene 8.00E-02 5.90E+01 16 [/ |19 1.63E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 4.00E-02 7.00E+01 17 |/ |19 1.99E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 6.20E-02 3.40E+01 15 |/ |19 9.29E+00 PPM 95%UCL
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthal ate 6.70E-02 1.50E+01 12 |/ |19 4.70E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Chrysene 1.40E-01 7.00E+01 16 |/ 19 1.74E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Dibenz(a,h)Anthracene 1.20E-01 1.50E+00 7 |1 |19 1.33E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Dibenzofuran 1.40E-01 2.90E+00 10 [/ |19 1.95E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 6.50E-02 2.90E+01 12 |/ |19 8.23E+00 PPM 95%UCL
2-Methylphenol 2.20E-01 2.20E-01 1 [/ ]19 2.20E-01 PPM MAX
Pesticides and Polychlorinated Biphenyls
Aldrin 2.20E-01 2.20E-01 2 |/ |19 7.13E-02 PPM 95%UCL
Aroclor-1260 8.20E-02 2.60E+02 10 [/ |19 3.85E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Gamma-BHC (Lindane) 1.40E-03 6.00E-03 2 |/ |19 6.00E-03 PPM MAX
4,4-DDD 2.70E-02 2.70E+00 9 |/ |19 7.75E-01 PPM 95%UCL
4,4'-DDE 2.00E-02 2.20E-01 12 |/ |19 1.20E-01 PPM 95%UCL
4,4-DDT 3.60E-02 4.60E+01 16 [/ |19 7.06E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Dieldrin 5.90E-02 1.00E-01 2 |/ |19 6.64E-02 PPM 95%UCL
Inorganics
Aluminum 4.63E+02 2.47E+04 18 [/ |18 9.27E+03 PPM 95%UCL
Antimony 5.36E+01 1.62E+02 4 |/ |10 7.28E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Arsenic 2.40E+00 7.25E+01 18 [/ [18 3.13E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Beryllium 3.20E-01 6.60E-01 14 |/ |18 4.63E-01 PPM 95%UCL
Cadmium 6.00E+00 3.00E+03 12 |/ |14 6.18E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Chromium 8.30E+00 7.68E+02 18 [/ |18 2.16E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Cobalt 2.40E+00 4.42E+02 18 [/ |18 8.29E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Copper 2.40E+01 7.00E+04 18 [/ |18 1,76E+04 PPM 95%UCL
Lead 3.10E+01 2.79E+03 18 |/ |18 1.47E+03 PPM 95%UCL
Manganese 3.36E+01 2.41E+03 18 [/ |18 9.80E+02 PPM 95%UCL
Mercury 2.20E-01 2.70E+00 16 [/ |18 1.32E+00 PPM 95%UCL
Nickel 5.40E+00 1.79E+04 18 [/ |18 3.08E+03 PPM 95%UCL
Vanadium 9.00E+00 1.13E+02 17 |/ 18 4.81E+01 PPM 95%UCL
Zinc 5.07E+01 2.15E+04 18 |/ 18 7.67E+03 PPM 95%UCL
Cyanide 7.60E+00 3.01E+03 15 |/ 18 4.89E+02 PPM 95%UCL

Key:

ppm= Parts per million

95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Limit
Min: Minimum concentration

Max: Maximum concentration




TABLE 3
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and M edium-Specific Exposur e Point
Concentrations for Groundwater (Human Health and Ecological Receptors)
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Groundwater
Frequency l;l_:;r;ar? Ecological
Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration of Exposure Concentration ConcUe:ittr:tion S;Aa;iiﬁzl Cmertia Criteria
Min Max Detection MCLs AWQCs
Ingestion
Organics
Benzene 1.00E+00 3.10E+02 2 / 23 3.94E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 5
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 2.00E+00 1.10E+01 4 / 23 5.40E+00 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Ethyl benzene 1.00E+00 1.10E+01 3 / 23 3.75E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 700
Methylene Chloride 7.00E+02 8.20E+02 2 / 23 9.31E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
2-Methylnaphthalene 2.00E+00 1.70E+01 3 / 23 5.30E+00 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
2-Methylphenol 1.10E+01 1.00E+03 4 / 23 2.76E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
4-Methylphenol 9.00E+00 4.90E+02 3 / 23 1.67E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Naphthalene 2.00E+00 3.50E+01 3 / 23 6.30E+00 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Toluene 1.00E+00 2.20E+05 7 / 23 7.79E+03 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 1,000
Xylene 2.00E+00 1.30E+03 4 / 23 6.12E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 10,000
Inorganics
Aluminum 5.25E+02 1.12E+05 13 / 13 3.47E+04 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Arsenic 2.50E+00 1.12E+01 5 / 13 2.80E+00 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 50 36
Barium 4.95E+01 1.28E+03 12 / 13 3.28E+02 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 2,000
Beryllium 1.50E+00 8.30E+00 4 / 13 2.20E+00 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 4
Cadmium 2.50E+00 6.57E+02 9 / 13 6.10E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 5 9.3
Chromium 1.06E+01 2.14E+02 11 / 13 7.42E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 100 50
Cobalt 6.30E+00 9.65E+01 9 / 13 2.69E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Copper 1.41E+01 8.06E+03 11 / 13 9.28E+02 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 31
Cyanide 4.50E+00 6.68E+02 13 / 30 5.11E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 200 1
Lead 1.01E+01 2.20E+03 11 / 13 1.87E+02 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 81
Manganese 9.18E+01 7.89E+03 13 / 13 1.65E+03 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Mercury 1.00E-01 6.10E-01 3 / 13 1.50E-01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 2 0.94
Nickel 8.20E+00 5.57E+02 13 / 13 1.91E+02 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 82
Vanadium 2.00E+00 2.67E+02 12 / 13 5.27E+01 ug/l Arithmetic Mean
Zinc 1.48E+02 1.13E+04 10 / 13 2.80E+03 ug/l Arithmetic Mean 81
Key:

Min: Minium concentration

Max: Maximum concentration

MCLs: Maximum Concentration Levelsfor SDWA/Massachusetts Regulations
AWQCs: Ambient Water Quality Criteriafor the protection of aquatic lifein saltwater

Note: This Table contains alimited data set of wellsthat could be potable water. On-site wells MW-1, MW-2, MW-3, MW-4, and MW-7 are not icluded in this summary information.




TABLE 4

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and M edium-Specific Exposure
Point Concentrations for Sediments (Future Adult Trespasser )

Scenario Timeframe: Future

Medium: Sediment

Exposure Medium: Sediment

) . Concentration ppm Frequency Exposure Exposure P‘?i nt Statistical
Exposur e Point Chemical of Concern of _ Concentration Concen.tratlon Measure
Min M ax Detection Units
Sediment Direct Contact

Organics
4,4'-DDD 3.40E-03 6.20E-02 71/ 10 3.70E-02 ppm Mean
4,4'-DDE 2.80 E-03 9.50E-02 / 11 4.60 E-02 ppm Mean
4,4'-DDT 1.30 E-02 4.50E-02 31/ 10 3.60E-02 ppm Mean

Semi-Volatiles
Benzo(a)anthracene 6.00 E-02 1.30E+00 9|/ 9 3.80E-01 ppm Mean
Benzo(a)pyrene 7.00 E-02 1.60E+00 91|/ 9 4.40 E-01 ppm Mean
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 6.60 E-02 8.00E-01 9|/ 9 3.30E-01 ppm Mean
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 7.10 E-02 7.80E-01 9|/ 9 3.10E-01 ppm Mean
Chrysene 8.90 E-01 2.00E+00 11 |/ 11 5.30 E-01 ppm Mean
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene - 2.50E-01 1|/ 10 3.60 E-01 ppm Mean
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 4,90 E-02 5.20E-01 9|/ 9 2.50 E-01 ppm Mean

Inorganics
Aluminum 1.75 E+03 1.17E+04 11 / 11 5.35 E+03 ppm Mean
Antimony 3.90 E+00 1.74E+01 6 / 11 7.60 E+00 ppm Mean
Arsenic 1.90 E+00 3.98E+01 11 / 11 1.67 E+01 ppm Mean
Barium 1.26 E+01 9.18E+01 9 / 11 2.78 E+01 ppm Mean
Beryllium 2.90 E-01 3.50E-01 2 / 11 3.40E-01 ppm Mean
Cadmium 7.40 E+00 1.50E+01 2 / 11 2.60 E+00 ppm Mean
Chromium 2.90 E+00 1.39E+02 11 / 11 5.61 E+01 ppm Mean
Copper 1.84 E+02 1.47E+03 11 / 11 4.34 E+02 ppm Mean
Cyanide 1.01 E+01 9.41E+01 7 / 11 2.47 E+01 ppm Mean
Lead 7.10 E+00 2.92E+02 9 / 11 1.09 E+02 ppm Mean
Manganese 4.10 E+01 2.33E+02 11 / 11 8.97 E+01 ppm Mean
Mercury 1.50 E-01 9.60E-01 8 / 11 4.00 E-01 ppm Mean
Nickel 3.60 E+00 2.15E+02 11 / 11 4.24 E+01 ppm Mean
Vanadium 6.50 E+00 8.54E+01 11 / 11 3.46 E+01 ppm Mean
Zinc 9.85 E+01 1.73E+03 10 / 11 5.92 E+02 ppm Mean

Key:

ppm: parts per million (mg/kg)

Min: Minimum

Max: Maximum concentration




TABLES

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific
Exposure Point Concentrations for Hard Shell Clams

(Future Adult Trespasser)

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Hard Shel Clams
Exposure Medium: Hard Shell Clams

Exposur e Point Chemical of Concern C(Tjnri?\r;\t/?;ﬁ;] Freq(l;fen ” Exposurg E):)T::S;rti ZSI:; Statistical
Detection Concentration Units Measure
Min Max
Ingestion

Semi-Volatiles
Acenaphthene 2.60E-01 2.60E-01 1 |/ |4 2.60E-01 ppm MAX
Acenaphthylene 2.50E-01 2.50E-01 1 [/ |4 2.50E-01 ppm MAX
Anthracene 2.10E-01 2.10E-01 1|/ |4 2.10E-01 ppm MAX
Benzo(a)Anthracene 2.50E-01 2.50E-01 1 [/ |4 2.50E-01 ppm MAX
Benzo(a)Pyrene 2.10E-01 2.10E-01 1 1/ |4 2.10E-01 ppm MAX
Benzoic Acid 1.80E+00 1.80E+00 1 [/ |2 1.80E+00 ppm MAX
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 2.20E-01 1.30E+00 2 |/ |4 1.30E+00 ppm MAX
Benzyl Alcohol 4.60E-01 5.40E-01 2 |/ |2 5.40E-01 ppm MAX
bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 2.40E-01 2.40E-01 1 [/ |4 2.40E-01 ppm MAX
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 1.00E+00 5.10E+00 4 |1 |4 4.83E+00 ppm 95%UCL
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 2.20E-01 2.20E-01 1 |/ |4 2.20E-01 ppm MAX
2-Chloronaphthalene 2.50E-01 2.50E-01 1 |/ |4 2.50E-01 ppm MAX
2-Chlorophenol 3.10E-01 3.10E-01 1 [/ ]2 3.10E-01 ppm MAX
Chrysene 2.30E-01 2.30E-01 1 |/ |4 2.30E-01 ppm MAX
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 2.90E-01 2.90E-01 1 |/ |4 2.90E-01 ppm MAX
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 3.00E-01 3.00E-01 1 [/ |4 3.00E-01 ppm MAX
3,3"-Dichlorobenzidine 6.30E-01 4.10E+00 2 |1 |4 4.10E+00 ppm MAX
Diethyl Phthalate 2.30E-01 2.30E-01 1 |/ |4 2.30E-01 ppm MAX
Dimethyl Phthalate 2.10E-01 2.10E-01 2 |1 |4 2.10E+01 ppm MAX
di-n-Butyl Phthalate 6.20E-01 2.70E+00 3 / |4 2.52E+00 ppm 95%UCL
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 2.30E-01 2.30E-01 1 [/ |4 2.30E-01 ppm MAX
di-n-Octyl Phthalate 2.40E-01 2.40E-01 1 |/ |4 2.40E-01 ppm MAX
Hexachl orobutadiene 2.80E-01 2.80E-01 1 [/ |4 2.80E-01 ppm MAX
|sophorone 2.50E-01 2.50E-01 1 |/ |4 2.50E-01 ppm MAX
2-Methylnaphthal ene 3.00E-01 3.00E-01 1 |/ |4 3.00E-01 ppm MAX
2-Methylphenol 2.50E-01 2.50E-01 117 |2 2.50E-01 ppm MAX
Naphthalene 3.10E-01 3.10E-01 1 /|4 3.10E-01 ppm MAX
2-Nitrophenol 2.30E-01 2.30E-01 1 / 2 2.30E-01 ppm MAX
4-Nitrohpenol 1.20E+00 1.20E+00 1 |/ |2 1.20E+00 ppm MAX
Pentachl orophenol 4.50E-01 4.50E-01 1 |/ |2 4.50E-01 ppm MAX
Phenanthrene 2.30E-01 2.30E-01 1 |/ |4 2.30E-01 ppm MAX
Pyrene 2.30E-01 2.30E-01 1 |/ |4 2.30E-01 ppm MAX
Inorganics
Aluminum 1.73E+02 2.03E+02 4 |1 |4 2.03E+02 ppm MAX
Arsenic 8.20E+00 1.43E+01 4 /14 1.43E+01 ppm MAX
Barium 4.30E+00 4.30E+00 1 |/ |4 3.82E+00 ppm 95%UCL
Chromium 5.20E+00 8.30E+00 2 |/ |4 7.97E+00 ppm 95%UCL
Copper 2.28E+01 6.36E+01 4 |1 |4 5.78E+01 ppm 95%UCL
Manganese 2.53E+01 7.55E+01 4 |1 |4 7.04E+01 ppm 95%UCL
Mercury 6.60E-01 8.50E-01 4 |1 |4 8.46E-01 ppm 95%UCL
Nickel 7.10E+00 1.22E+01 4 / |4 1.18E+01 ppm 95%UCL
Silver 9.70E-01 5.90E+00 4 /14 5.17E+00 ppm 95%UCL
Zinc 1.53E+02 2.30E+02 4 |/ |4 2.30E+02 ppm MAX
Cyanide 1.15E+01 1.15E+01 1 |/ |4 1.01E+01 ppm 95%UCL

Key:

ppm: part per million (mg/kg)

95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Limit
Min: Minimum

Max: Maximum concentration




Summary of Chemicals Posing Potential Risk to Ecological Receptors

Table 6

Receptor Media Chemicals with HI based on HI based on
Hazard Index Average Maximum
Greater than 1 Concentration Concentration
M eadow Soil/Vegetation Aroclor 1260 - 4.28
Vole 4,4-DDT - 3.27
Endosulfan 11 523 697
Endosulfan sulfate 294 1200
Benzo(a)pyrene - 2.3
Phenanthrene - 1.16
Toluene - 4.8
Aluminum 9.79 35.7
Antimony 39.6 208
Barium 6.86 13.8
Cadmium 9.6 118
Cobalt 8.24 93.1
Copper 68.4 638
Iron 491 1410
Lead 800 2260
Mercury - 1.35
Nickel 3.2 44
Zine 26.4 147
Black Duck Sediment, Mussels, Arsenic 2.06 2.79
and Clams Cyanide 28.5 68.8
Iron 2.19 4.86
Great Blue Heron Sediment/Fish Arsenic 1.16 2.26
Cadmium - 2.42
Cyanide 21 45.5
Iron - 2.2
Benthic Invertebrate Sediment/Interstitial 4,4'-DDD 18.5 31
Community Water 4,4-DDE 23 47.5
4,4-DDT 22.8 28.5
Endosulfan 11 - 24.6
Methoxyclor 90 93.3
Acenaphthylene 1.55 1.7
Anthracene 3.17 5.74
Benzo(a)anthracene 1.46 4.98
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.02 3.72
Chrysene 1.38 5.21
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.94 3.94
Fluoranthene 1.28 2.33
Phenanthrene 1.63 3.17
Pyrene 1.26 4.51
PAHSs (total) 127 3.37
Antimony 3.8 8.7
Arsenic 2.04 4.85
Cadmium 2.17 12.5
Chromium 1 1.72
Copper 12.8 43.2
Lead 2.33 6.25
Mercury 2.67 6.4
Nickel 2.03 10.3
Zinc 3.95 115




TABLE7

Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Ingestion,Dermal

Oral Weight of
Chemical of Concern Cancer Absor ption Adjusted Cancer Slope Slope factor Evidence/Cancer
Slope Efficiency (for Factor (for Dermal) Units Guideline Source Date (April 1998)
Factor Dermal) Description
Volatiles
Methylene Chloride 7.50E-03 0.9 8.33E-03 |(mg/kg—da1y)'1 B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Semi-Volatiles
Benzo(a)Anthracene 7.30E-01 0.5 1.46E+00 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Benzo(a)Pyrene 7.30E+00 05 1.46E+01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 7.30E-01 05 1.46E+00 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 7.30E-02 05 1.46E-01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthal ayte 1.40E-02 05 2.80E-02 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate NTV - NTV C - 04/01/98
Chrysene 7.30E-03 05 1.46E-02 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 7.30E+00 05 1.46E+01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 2.40E-02 0.9 2.67E-02 (mg/kg-day)* C HEAST 04/01/98
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 4.50E-01 05 9.00E-01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 6.80E-01 05 1.36E+00 (mg/kg-day)* B2c IRIS 04/01/98
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 7.30E-01 0.5 1.46E+00 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Hexachlorobutadiene 7.80E-02 0.5 1.56E-01 (mg/kg-day)* C IRIS 04/01/98
Isophorone 9.50E-04 0.9 1.06E-03 (mg/kg-day)* C IRIS 04/01/98
Pentachl orophenol 1.20E-01 0.5 2.40E-01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Pesticides and Poychlorinated Biphenyls
Aldrin 1.70E+01 05 3.40E+01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Aroclor-1260 2.00E+00 05 4.00E+00 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
beta-BHC 1.80E+00 05 3.60E+00 (mg/kg-day)™ c IRIS 04/01/98
gamma-BHC 1.30E+00 05 2.60E+00 (mg/kg-day)™ B2-C HEAST 04/01/98
4,4-DDD 2.40E-01 05 4.80E-01 (mg/kg-day)™ B2 IRIS 04/01/98
4,4-DDE 3.40E-01 05 6.80E-01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
4.4-DDT 3.40E-01 05 6.80E-01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Dieldrin 1.60E+01 05 3.20E+01 (mg/kg-day)* B2 IRIS 04/01/98
Inorganics
Arsenic 1.50E+00 0.9 1.67E+00 (mg/kg-day)* A IRIS 04/01/98
Beryllium NTV - NTV B2 04/01/98
Cadmium NTV - NTV B1 04/01/98
Chromium NTV - NTV A 04/01/98
Lead NTV - NTV B2 04/01/98
Nickel NTV - NTV A 04/01/98
Key

Absorption Efficiency Reference:Weston, 1995

NTV: No Toxic Value Available

IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA
HEAST: Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables; U.S. EPA
EPA Group: Cancer Classifications
A - Human carcinogen
B1 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates that limited human data are available
B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicated sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no evidence in humans

C - Possible human carcinogen

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen
E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity




TABLE 8

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Ingestion, Dermal

Absor ption ) )
Chemical of Concern Chronic/Subchronic OrvalalizD OrUarI“I?gD Effici?ency AE?cJ):jSEt)Z:nFjZI? Adj}:?;duairsmal Primary Target Organ Sour ces of RFD &??ﬁ;‘:gg
(for Dermal)
Volatiles
Methylene Chloride Chronic 6.00E-02 | mgkg-day | 09 [ 5.40E-02 | moikg-day Liver IRIS | 1998
Semi-Volatiles
Acenaphthene Chronic 6.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 5.40E-02 mg/kg-day Liver IRIS 1998
Acenaphthylene Chronic 3.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-03 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Anthracene Chronic 3.00E-01 mg/kg-day 09 2.70E-01 mg/kg-day NOAEL IRIS 1998
Benzo(a)Anthracene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Benzo(a)Pyrene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene Chronic 3.00E-03 mg/kg-day 09 2.70E-03 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Benzoic Acid Chronic 4.00E+00 mg/kg-day 0.5 2.00E+00 mg/kg-day NOAEL IRIS 1998
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Benzyl Alcohol Chronic 3.00E-01 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-01 mg/kg-day Forestomach HEAST 1998
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate Chronic 2.00E-01 mg/kg-day 05 1.00E-01 mg/kg-day Liver IRIS 1998
bis(2-Chloroisopropy!)Ether Chronic 4.00E-02 mg/kg-day 05 2.00E-02 mg/kg-day Blood IRIS 1998
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthal ate Chronic 2.00E-02 mg/kg-day 05 1.00E-02 mg/kg-day Liver IRIS 1998
2-Chloronaphthalene Chronic 8.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 7.20E-02 mg/kg-day Lungs IRIS 1998
2-Chlorophenol Chronic 5.00E-03 mg/kg-day 09 4.50E-03 mg/kg-day Reproductive IRIS 1998
Chrysene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Dibenzofuran Chronic 4.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 3.60E-03 mg/kg-day - NCEA 1998
1,3-Dichlorobenzene Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
1,4-Dichlorobenzene Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
Diethyl Phthalate Chronic 8.00E-01 mg/kg-day 05 4.00E-01 mg/kg-day Decreased growth rate IRIS 1998
Dimethyl Phthalate Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
di-n-Butyl Phthalate Chronic 1.00E-01 mg/kg-day 05 5.00E-02 mg/kg-day Lethality IRIS 1998
2,4-Dinitrotoluene Chronic 2.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 1.80E-03 mg/kg-day Neurotoxicity IRIS 1998
di-n-Octyl Phthalate Chronic 2.00E-02 mg/kg-day 05 1.00E-02 mg/kg-day Liver HEAST 1998
Hexachlorobutadiene Chronic 2.00E-04 mg/kg-day 05 1.00E-04 mg/kg-day Kidney HEAST 1998
Isophorone Chronic 2.00E-01 mg/kg-day 0.9 1.80E-01 mg/kg-day NOAEL IRIS 1998
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
2-Methylnaphthalene Chronic 4.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 3.60E-02 mg/kg-day - NCEA 1998
2-Methylphenol Chronic 5.00E-02 mg/kg-day 09 4.50E-02 mg/kg-day Decreased Body weight IRIS 1998
Naphthalene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
2-Nitrophenol Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
4-Nitrophenol Chronic 8.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 7.20E-03 mg/kg-day - NCEA 1998
Pentachl orophenol Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 05 1.50E-02 mg/kg-day Liver IRIS 1998
Phenanthrene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Pyrene Chronic 3.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-02 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998




TABLE 8 (Continued)

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Ingestion, Dermal

Absorption ' .
Chemical of Concern Chronic/Subchronic Oral RFD oral .RFD Efficiency Adjusted RFD Adjusted Dgrmal Primary Target Organ Sour ces of RFD Datelof RFD
Value Units (for Dermal) RFD Units (April 1998)
(for Dermal)

Pesticides and Polychlorinated Biphenyl
Aldrin Chronic 3.00E-05 mg/kg-day 05 1.50E-05 mg/kg-day liver IRIS 1998
Aroclor-1260 Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
beta-BHC Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
gamma-BHC Chronic 3.00E-04 mg/kg-day 05 1.50E-04 mg/kg-day liver IRIS 1998
4,4-DDD Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
4,4-DDE Subchronic NTV - NTV - 1998
4,4-DDT Chronic 5.00E-04 mg/kg-day 0.5 2.50E-04 mg/kg-day liver IRIS 1998
Dieldrin Chronic 5.00E-05 mg/kg-day 05 2.50E-05 mg/kg-day liver IRIS 1998

Inorganics
Aluminum Chronic 1.00E+00 mg/kg-day 0.9 9.00E-01 mg/kg-day - NCEA 1998
Antimony Chronic 4.00E-04 mg/kg-day 09 3.60E-04 mg/kg-day Lethality IRIS 1998
Arsenic Chronic 3.00E-04 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-04 mg/kg-day Skin IRIS 1998
Barium Chronic 7.00E-02 mg/kg-day 09 6.30E-02 mg/kg-day Blood pressure IRIS 1998
Beryllium Chronic 5.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 4.50E-03 mg/kg-day NOAEL IRIS 1998
Cadmium Chronic 1.00E-03 mg/kg-day 05 5.00E-04 mg/kg-day kidney IRIS 1998
Chromium VI Chronic 5.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 4.50E-03 mg/kg-day NOAEL IRIS 1998
Cobalt Chronic 6.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 5.40E-02 mg/kg-day - NCEA 1998
Copper Chronic 3.70E-02 mg/kg-day 0.9 3.33E-02 mg/kg-day Gl HEAST 1998
Lead NTV - NTV - 1998
Manganese Chronic 2.40E-02 mg/kg-day 0.5 1.20E-02 mg/kg-day CNS IRIS 1998
Mercury (inorganic) Chronic 3.00E-04 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-04 mg/kg-day Kidney IRIS 1998
Nickel Chronic 2.00E-02 mg/kg-day 0.5 1.00E-02 mg/kg-day Decreased body weight IRIS 1998
Silver Chronic 5.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 4.50E-03 mg/kg-day Skin IRIS 1998
Vanadium Chronic 7.00E-03 mg/kg-day 0.9 6.30E-03 mg/kg-day - HEAST 1998
Zinc Chronic 3.00E-01 mg/kg-day 0.9 2.70E-01 mg/kg-day Blood IRIS 1998
Cyanide Chronic 2.00E-02 mg/kg-day 05 0.01 mg/kg-day - IRIS 1998

Key

NTV: No Toxic Value Available
IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA
HEAST: Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables; U.S. EPA

RFD: Reference Dose

NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment

NOAEL: No Observed Adverse
CNS: Central Nervous System
Gl: Gastrointestinal

Effect Level




TABLE 9

Risk Characterization Summary-Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Population: Maintenance Worker

Receptor Age: Adult

e Exposure Exposure Chemical of C Carcinogenic Risk

edium Medium Point emicat of L-oncern Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal ExposTu(;tZIRoute

Soil Commercia Soils Benzo(a)pyrene 1.90E-04 NA 9.10E-04 1.10E-03
Benzo(a)anthracene 2.10E-05 NA 7.70E-05 9.80E-05
PCB Aroclor 1260 1.80E-05 NA 6.60E-05 8.40E-05
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene | 1.60E-05 NA 5.90E-05 7.40E-05
Benxo(b)fluoranthene 1.50E-05 NA 5.50E-05 7.00E-05
Indeno(1,2,3 cd)pyrene 1.20E-05 NA 4.40E-05 5.60E-05
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.90E-06 NA 7.00E-06 8.90E-06
Chrysene 2.30E-07 NA 8.40E-07 1.10E-06
Arsenic 1.30E-05 NA 8.20E-06 2.20E-05

Soil Risk Total = 1.50E-03

Key

NA: Not Applicable




Table 10

Summary of Shellfish Risks

Area/Medium Carcinogenic Risk Hazard Index
COPC Ingestion Dermal Total COPC Target Ingestion Dermal Total
Endpoint
Shellfish Arsenic 124E-04 NA 124E-04 Arsenic | Skin 6.40E-01 NA 6.40E-01
3,3 -Dichlorobenzidene 1.08E-05 NA 1.08E-05
Benzo(a)pyrene 8.80E-06 NA 8.80E-06
Benzo(a)anthracene 1.06E-06 NA 1.06E-06 Total Hazard Index 8.38E-01
Total Risk? 145E-04 Total Skin Hazard Index 6.40E-01
Scenario: Adult trespasser
Shdlfish

a

NA
COPC

Not gpplicable
Chemica of Potential Concern

Totd risk and tota hazard index are the sum of al chemicas evaluated, not just those presented in the table.




Table 11: Ecological Exposure Pathways of Concern

Exposure Habitat Type/ Name Receptor Exposure Routes Assessment M easurement
M edium Endpoints Endpoints
Sediment Boys Creek and the adjacent Benthic organisms Ingestion and direct contact Survival, reproduction Comparison of chemical
marsh with chemicals in sediment and growth of benthic concentrations in sediment to criteria
invertebrate community |and guidance values.
Evaluation of chemical bioavailability
using SEM/AVS analysis and
equilibrium partitioning.
Sediment toxicity testing results using
Hyalella azteca and Ampelisca abdita.
Piscivorous birds Ingestion of chemicalsin fish | Survival, reproduction, Evaluation of chronic dietary exposure
and shellfish and growth of (affecting reproduction, growth and
piscivorous birds using survival) for selected avian indicator
these areas to forage. species, using shellfish and fish tissue
chemical accumulation, avian dietary
exposure modeling. and comparison
with appropriate toxicological data.
Surface Water |Boys Creek and its tributaries Fish community Ingestion and direct contact Survival, reproduction, Evaluation of chronic toxicity
with chemicalsin surface and growth of the (affecting reproduction, growth and
water resided and transient fish [survival) for the majority (i.e., 95
populations. percent) of species (including aquatic
plants, aquatic invertebrates, and fish)
in Boys Creek and contiguous tidal
creeks.
Soil Boys Creek Marsh and adjacent Vermivorous birds Ingestion of chemicalsin Survival, reproduction, Evaluation of chronic dietary exposure

uplands

earthworms

and growth of
vermivorous birds using
these areas to forage.

(affecting reproduction, growth and
survival) for selected avian indicator
species, using shellfish and earthworm
tissue chemical accumulation, avian
dietary exposure modeling, and
comparison with appropriate
toxicological data.

Herbivorous and
vermivorous mammals

Ingestion of chemicalsin
plant and earthworms

Survival reproduction,

and growth of
herbivorous and
vermivorous small
mammals using these
areas to forage.

Evaluation of chronic dietary exposure
(affecting reproduction, growth and
survival) for selected mammalian
species, using plant and earthworm
tissue chemical accumulation,
mammalian dietary exposure
modeling, and comparison with
appropriate toxicological data.




Table12
Interim Groundwater Cleanup L evels Expected to Provide Protection of Ecological Receptors
Habitat Type/ Exposure cocC Protective Units Basis Assessment
Name Medium Leve Endpoint
Boys Creek Groundwater Copper 31 ug/L AWQC x DF Survival,
to Surface . reproduction and
Nick 2 L AW DF
Water ickd 8 ug/ QCx growth of benthic
Zinc 810 ug/L AWQC x DF invertebrate
Cyanide 10 ug/L AWQC x DF community
Toluene 100,000 ug/L MA UCL
Notes

AWQC: Ambient Water Qudity Criteria

DF: Dilution Factor

COC: Chemicds of Concern

MA UCL: Massachusetts DEP's M assachusetts Contingency Plan Upper Concentration Limit




Table 13

Soil Cleanup Levelsfor the Protection of Commercial Area Workersfrom
Incidental Ingestion and Dermal Contact with Surface Soils (0-2 feet)

Carcinogenic Cancer Soil Cleanup Bads RME Risk
Compounds of Concern Classfication | Leve (mg/kg)
Arsanic A 7.8 risk 5.7 x 10°
Benzo(a)anthracene B2 25 risk 1x10°
Benzo(b)fluoranthene B2 25 risk 1x10°
Benzo(k)fluoranthene B2 25 risk 1x10°
Benzo(a)pyrene B2 0.24 risk 1x10°
Dibenzo(ah)anthracene B2 0.25 risk 1x10°
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene B2 25 risk 1x10°
PCB (Arochlor 1260 10 policy
Sum of Carcinogenic Risk
Non-Carcinogenic Target Soil Cleanup Bads RME Hazard
Compounds of Concern Endpoint Leve (mg/kg) Quotient
Lead CNS 600 EPA 95% protection
Adult of exposed fetal
lead population from
model blood leed levels
in excess of 10
ug/dl

RME: Reasonable Maximum Exposure
CNS: Centra Nervous System
Cancer Classfication
A - Human carcinogen
B1 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates that limited deta are available
B2- Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate
or no evidence in humans
C - Possible human carcinogen
D - Not classfiable as human carcinogen
E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity



|| Table 14: Soil/Sediment Cleanup L evels Expected to Provide Protection of Ecological Receptors

||Habitat Typel/ Name Exposure Medium cocC Protective Level Units Basis Assessment Endpoint
Uplands/ Commercial Area |Sail Copper 1,280 mg/kg SLct Survival, reproduction and
0-2 feet depth Zinc 1.440 mg/kg SC growth of benthic invertebrate
and>2 feet depth - community
P Cyanide 34 mg/kg SLC
Boys Creek and adjacent Sediment/Soil Cadmium 9.6 mg/kg ER-M value? Survival, reproduction and
marsh/ Marsh and Creek Bed |0-2 feet depth ) growth of benthic invertebrate
Arens Copper 270 mg/kg ER-M value community
Zinc 410 mg/kg ER-M value
Boys Creek and adjacent Sediment/Soil Copper 1.280 mg/kg SLC Survival, reproduction and
marsh/ Marsh and Creek Bed |>2 feet depth Zinc 1.440 mg/kg SC growth of benthic invertebrate
IAreas i ' community
Cyanide 34 mo/kg SLC
Uplands/ Solid Waste and Sail Antimony 2.9 mg/kg Ecological RBC 3 Survival, reproduction and
Debris Area 0-2 feet depth Copper 336 mg/kg Ecological RBC growth of vermivorous birds
. and herbivorous and
Lead 19.1 mg/kg Area Background* vermivorous small mammals.
Zinc 53 mg/kg Site BackgrouncP
Cyanide 34 mg/kg SLC
4,4-DDT 0.034 mg/kg Site Background
Uplands/ Solid Waste and Soil Copper 1,280 mg/kg SLC Survival, reproduction and
Debris Area >2 feet depth Zinc 1.440 mg/kg SLC growth of benthic invertebrate
! community
Cyanide 34 mo/kg SLC

Note: COC; Chemicals of Concern

! S0il Leaching Concentration (SLC) was derived using site-specific K, value, the SESOIL model, AWQC, and site-specific surface water: groundwater dilution factor.

2 Refer to Weston 1997b for determination of Ecological Risk-Based Concentrations. Because they represent concentrations above which deleterious effects are frequent, always observed, or

predicted with most aquatic species tested, and because they represent a weight-of-evidence approach, the ER-M values were selected as the risk-based concentrations for copper, cadmium. and

zinc.

8 Refer to Weston 1997b for Ecological Risk-Based Concentration calculations for protection of meadow vote, masked shrew and robin.

4 Refer to MADEP Background Soil Data Set Table 2.2,"Guidance for Disposal Site Risk Characterization," July 1995.

5 Site background concentration determined by averaging background sampling locations.




Table 15

SELECTED REMEDY
SOURCE CONTROL
DESCRIPTION UNIT UNIT UNIT ITEM
ITEM << CAPITAL COST DETAILS >> QUANTITY COST COST
EXCAVATION, ON-SITE TREATMENT, AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL
1] LS 200,000 200,000
1 |Pre-Design Marsh Soil Sampling and Analysis Study
2 |Mobilization, Decontamination, and Demobilization of Construction Equipment 1| LS 50,000 50,000
3 |Construction Support (trailers, utilities, scale, h&s, and decon equipment) 1| LS 303,400 303,400
4 |Bonds, Insurance, and Work Plans, H&S Plan, and Ops Plan 1| LS 585,000 585,000
5 [Construction and Maintenance of Erosion and Sedimentation Protection 1| LS 45,000 45,000
6 |Improvements To Haul Road 1| LS 60,000 60,000
7  |Demolition and Disposal of Buildings 1| LS 184,000 184,000
8 |Asbestos and Lead Abatement and Disposal 1| LS 110,000 110,000
9 [Construction of Staging and Dewatering Pads 1| LS 75,000 75,000
10 |Excavation of Materials; Material Handling on Site (haul to separate staging 1| LS 892,845 892,845
areas then load and haul to treatment or transportation); Placement and -
Compaction of Clean Fill in Lifts; -
11 |Screening Cost 1| LS 61,650 61,650
12 |Grind Trees, Shrubs, Roots, Stumps, and Wood Debris 1| LS 12,110 12,110
13 [Decontaminate Large Debris 1| LS 12,500 12,500
14 |Clean Backfill Delivered to Site 1| LS 149,375 149,375
15 |Timber Road for Marsh Access 1,500| LF 110 165,000
16 |Dewatering & Associated Water Treatment 1] LS 140,000 140,000
17 |Divert Creek Water 1| LS 40,500 40,500
18 [Pump Creek South of Dike and Treat Creek Water and Water from Dewatering 1| LS 19,500 19,500
19 |PCB Field Test Kits 1,568 | SMPL 38 59,5684
20 |Analytical Fees for Characterization During Excavation 1| LS 441,493 441,493
21 |Analytical Fees for Post Remediation Confirmation Sampling 1| LS 123,855 123,855
22 |Transport and Dispose of PCB-Contaminated Waste to TSCA Facility 496 CY 371 184,175
23 |Transport and Dispose Non-hazardous Soil and Debris to “Local” Landfill 19,488 | CY 70 1,364,185
24 |Transport and Dispose Non-hazardous Restricted Waste to Special Landfill 30,128 | CY 108 3,253,784
25 |Transport and dispose of Hazardous Soil and Waste to RCRA TSD Facility 3,429 CY 385 1,320,204
26 |Transport and Dispose of Hazardous Materials to RCRA Landfill 1544 CY 196 302,575
27 |Replanting of Marsh Area 5[ AC 9,600 48,000
28 |Loam & Seed Other Disturbed Areas 4| AC 11,500 46,000
29 |On-Site Treatment Using Solidification/Stabilization (includes mobilization) 5151 CY 56 318,475
30 |Commercial Area Remediation Activities (excluding disposal) 1| LS 21,000 121,000
10,689,000
CAPITAL COST SUBTOTAL (ROUNDED)
CONTRACTOR'S OVERHEAD & PROFIT @ 20% 2,138,000
CAPITAL COST SUBTOTAL 12,827,000
ENGINEERING, PROCUREMENT, LEGAL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS: @ 20% 2,565,000
CAPITAL COST SUBTOTAL 15,392,000
CONTINGENCY @ 15% 2,309,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST (ROUNDED) 17,701,000




Table 15 (Continued)

SELECTED REMEDY
SOURCE CONTROL

DESCRIPTION
EXCAVATION, ON-SITE TREATMENT, AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL
SUMMARY OF

<< CAPITAL COSTS >>
AND PRESENT TOTAL
[TEM << OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS >> VALUE COST
| CAPITAL TOTAL $17,701,000
] TOTAL PRESENT VALUE OF O&M COST:
INFLATION RATE = 4%
DISCOUNT RATE = 7%
PRESENT VALUE OF O&M AT 30 YEAR PROJECT LIFE $473,000
ANNUALIZED COST OF O&M = $24,100
[ PRESENT VALUE COST $18, 174,000
\% TOTAL PRESENT VALUE ANNUALIZED OVER 30 YEARS $927,200
DESCRIPTION UNIT UNIT PRESENT
ITEM <<OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS>> QUANTITY UNIT COST VALUE
EXCAVATION, ON-SITE TREATMENT, AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL
| SURFACE WATER/SEDIMENT MONITORING
1|Yr1 (2 EVENTS @ 15 locs. Analysis of VOCs, PAHSs, Pest, CN, Metals, tox.) 1 YR 109,400
2| Yrs 5,10,15, 20, 25, 30 (2 events @ 5 locs. Assuming analysis of CN, tox.,
and Metals only) 6 YR 51,480
SUBTOTAL 296,905
1} SOIL AND VEGETATION MONITORING
1| Year 1 (includes sampling of soil for VOCs, PAHs, Pest., PCBs, Metals, CN) 1 YR 6.830
2| Years 5, 10, 15, 20,25, 30 (Includes sampling of soil for Metals and CN only.) 6 YR 4,130
SUBTOTAL 21,929
11 SARA REVIEW (AT YEARS 5, 10, 15, 20, 25 AND 30) 6 EA 30,000 111,126
PRESENT VALUE SUBTOTAL FOR 30 YEAR PROJECT LIFE 429,961
CONTINGENCY (10%) 42,996
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE OF O&M (ROUNDED) 473,000
(30 YEAR PROJECT LIFE)




Table 16

SELECTED REMEDY

GROUNDWATER
DESCRIPTION UNIT UNIT
ITEM <<OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS>> QUANTITY |UNIT| COST |SUBTOTAL
MONITOR NATURAL ATTENUATION WITH PHYTOREMEDIATION
I GROUNDWATER MONITORING
Groundwater Monitoring year 1 (quarterly monitoring - 8 locs. Plus 1 YR 34,068
QC)
Groundwater Monitoring years 2-5 (biannual monitoring - 8 locs. 4 YR 7,004
Plus QC)
Groundwater Monitoring years 6-30 (annual monitoring - 8 locs. 25 YR 3,502
Plus QC)
SUBTOTAL 110,998
I VEGETATION MONITORING (8 samples in autumn, analyze for 30 YR 3,600 70,606
metals)
M PERIODIC MAINTENANCE
Monitoring Well Redevelopment at Year 15 1 LS 7,000 4,493
Revegetation Year 2 (replant 1/3 of trees) 1 LS 3,250 3,063
\Y/ SARA REVIEW (AT YEARS 5, 10, 15, 20, 25 AND 30) 6 EA 25,000 92,605
PRESENT VALUE SUBTOTAL FOR 30 YEAR PROJECT LIFE 281,765
CONTINGENCY (10%) 28,177
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE OF O&M (ROUNDED) 310,000

(30 YEAR PROJECT LIFE)




Table 16 (Continued)

SELECTED REMEDY

GROUNDWATER
DESCRIPTION
MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION WITH PHYTOREMEDIATION
SUMMARY OF
<< CAPITAL COSTS >>
AND PRESENT TOTAL
ITEM << OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS >> VALUE COST
I CAPITAL TOTAL $83,000
Il TOTAL PRESENT VALUE OF O&M COST:
INFLATION RATE = 4%
DISCOUNT RATE = 7%
PRESENT VALUE OF O&M AT 30 YEAR PROJECT LIFE $310,000
ANNUALIZED COST OF O&M $15,800
]l PRESENT VALUE COST $393,000
1\ TOTAL PRESENT VALUE ANNUALIZED OVER 30 YEARS $20,100
DESCRIPTION UNIT UNIT ITEM
ITEM <<OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS>> QUANTITY | UNIT | COST COST
MONITORED NATURAL ATTENUATION WITH PHYTOREMEDIATION
| |DEED RESTRICTIONS LS 20,000 20,000
Il [INSTALLATION OF MONITOR WELLS (4 overburden, 4 bedrock) LS 20,000 20,000
Il |PLANTING OF VEGETATION LS 9,750 9,750
CAPITAL COST SUBTOTAL (ROUNDED) 50,000
CONTRACTOR'’S OVERHEAD & PROFIT @ 20% 10,000
CAPITAL COST SUBOTOTAL 6.830 60,000
ENGINEERING, PROCUREMENT, LEGAL AND 4,130
ADMINISTRATIVE COST: @ 20% 12,000
CAPITAL COST SUBTOTAL 30,000 72,000
CONTINGENCY @ 15% 11,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST (ROUNDED) 83.000




TABLE 17: CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Requirement Requirement Synopsis Actionsto be Taken to Attain Requirement Status
Clean Water Act, Establishes national recommended surface water quality The Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) wereused | Relevant and
Ambient Water Quality Criteria, criteriafor the protection of human health and aguatic life | to establish interim groundwater cleanup levels and soil Appropriate

33 USC 1313, 1314;
64 Fed. Reg. 19781

for approximately 150 pollutants, and requires state water
quality standards for the same protective purposes. These
criteria have been incorporated into the Massachusetts
Surface Water Quality Standards.

and sediment cleanup levels. Contaminated soils and
sediments will be excavated (and disposed of off-site) and

the contaminants in the groundwater will naturally
attenuate (with the assistance of phytoremediation) t
attain these ARARs.

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) These are guidance values used to evaluate the potential Cleanup action will minimize exposure to potential TBC
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to contaminants. | receptors

Reference Doses (RfDs) These are guidance values used to evaluate the potential Cleanup action will minimize exposure to potential TBC
non-carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to receptors
contaminants.

The Potential of Biological Effects These reports identify contaminant concentrationsin This TBC was used to establish the cleanup levelsfor TBC

of Sediment-Sorbed Contaminants sediments associated with deleterious effects on fish and sediments. The selected remedy’ s excavation of sediments

Tested in the National Status and invertebrates in estuarine and marine environments. (0-2 feet deep) within Boys Creek and adjacent marsh will

Trends Program, NOAA be consistent with this TBC.

Technical Memorandum NOS

OMA 52 (Long & Morgan, 1990)

and

Incidence of Adverse Biological

Effects Within Range of

Chemical Concentrationsin

Marine and Estuarine Sediments

(Long, et al., 1995)

Recommendations of the This report describes a methodology for ng risks The soil cleanup level for lead in the Commercial Areawas | TBC

Technical Review Workgroup for
Lead for an Interim Approach to
Assessing Risks Associated with
Adult Exposuresto Lead in Soil
(EPA, December 1996)

associated with non-residential adult exposuresto lead in
soil. This methodology focuses on estimating fetal blood
lead concentrations in women exposed to lead
contaminated soils.

established based upon this TBS.




TABLE 18: LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Protection Act (310 CMR
10.00)

Laws, which regulate dredging, filling, atering, or polluting of
wetlands. Work within 100 feet of awetland is regulated
under this requirement. The requirement also defines wetlands
based on vegetation type and requires that efforts on wetlands
be mitigated. These regulations also contain wildlife habitat

evaluation provisions.

or atering a DEP defined wetland, or conducting work within 100
feet of awetland, these regulations will be met. Whenever possible,
remedial actions will be conducted so that impacts to wetlands and
habitats will be minimized or mitigated.

Media Requirement Requirement Synopsis Actionsto be Taken to Attain Requirement Status
Wetlands Clean Water Act § 404 No discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if These requirements will be attained because thereis no practicable  |Applicable
(40 CFR 230) there is a practicable alternative to the discharge which would |aternative with less adverse impact and all practicable measure will
have aless adverse impact to the aquatic ecosystem, so long as | be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. Excavated
the alternative does not have other significant adverse materials will be dewatered or solidified/stabilized. Dredged material
environmenta consequences. Discharge cannot cause or swill not be discharged to the aquatic system. Excavated areas will
contribute to violations of any state water quality standard or |be filled with clean materials from off-site, in accordance with 40
toxic effluent standard or jeopardize threatened or endangered |CFR 230. The performance of the selected remedy will not result in
species. Discharge cannot cause or contribute to significant any discharge that will cause or contribute to exceedances of state
degradation of the waters of U.S. Appropriate and practicable |water quality standards or toxic effluent standards or to degradation
steps must be taken which will minimize the potential adverse|of water quality.
impacts of the discharge of the dredged material on the aquatic
ecosystem.
Wetlands Procedures on Floodplain |Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, thelongand | These requirements will be attained because there isno practicable  |Applicable
Floodplains |Management and short term impacts associated with the destruction of wetlands|alternative with less adverse impact to work in the wetlands and
Wetlands Protection and the occupancy and modifications of floodplains and floodplains with less adverse impact, and all practicable measure will
(40 CFR 6, App. A) wetlands development wherever thereis a practicable be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. Wetlands and|
alternative in accordance with Executive Orders 11990 and floodplains disturbed by excavation will be restored to their original
11988. The agency shall promote the preservation and conditions. Temporary fill placed in wetlands for access roads and
restoration of floodplains so that their natural and beneficial  |staging areawill not have a significant impact on the extent of
values can be realized. Any plansfor actionsin wetlandsor  |flooding.
floodplains must be submitted for public review.
Wetlands Fish and Wildlife Requires federal agencies to take into consideration the effect | Consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Servicesto develop planto |Applicable
Coordination Act, 16 that water-related projects will have on fish and wildlife. controlling affects on wildlife during remediation activities. This plan
USC 661 et. seq. (50 Requires consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Serviceand  |will include sampling and analysis of the creek water to ensure
CFR Part 81, 225, 402, the state to develop measures to prevent, mitigate, or minimal impact.
226, and 227) compensate for project-related losses to fish and wildlife.
Wetlands Massachusetts Wetlands | These regulations are promulgated under Wetlands Protection |If the remedial action activities involve removing, filling, dredging, Applicable




TABLE 18: LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs (Continued)

Media Requirement Requirement Synopsis Actionsto be Taken to Attain Requirement Status
Wetlands River Protection Act Amendments to the| These requirements added a new resource area and Work at the Site will be within 25 feet of the edge of Boys |Applicable
M assachusetts Wetlands Protection Act | accompanying performance standards to the Creek. The project will have no long-term significant
(310 CMR 10.58) Wetlands Protection Act. The resource areais called |adverse impact; instead, the removal of contaminated
the “riverfront area,” which extends 200 feet (25 sediments and soils will have a significant positive impact.
feet in municipalities with large populationsand in | Also, these requirements will be attained because there are
densely developed areas) on each side of perennial no practicable and substantially eguivalent economic
rivers and streams. Projects must not have alternatives to the proposed work with less adverse effects.
significant adverse impacts on the riverfront area, in
order to protect public and private water supplies,
wildlife habitat, fisheries, shellfish, groundwater,
and to prevent flooding, storm damage and
pollution. It must also be demonstrated that there are
no practicable and substantially equivalent
economic alternatives to the proposal work with less
adverse effects on these public interests.
Dredged Materials Massachusetts Clean Waters Act Water | The substantive portions of these regulations Excavation and filling, operations will meet substantive Applicable
Quality Certification for Discharge of establish criteria and standards for the dredging, criteria and standards in these regulations. The remedial
Dredged or Fill Material, Dredging, and | handling and disposal of fill material and dredged alternative will be designed to ensure the maintenance or
Dredged Material Disposal in Waters of [ material. attainment of the MA Water Quality Standards in the
the United States within the affected water and to minimize the impact on the
Commonwealth environment.
(314 CMR 9.00)
Coastal Zone Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 USC | The general provisions of 15 CFR 930 are intended |All practicable measure will be taken to ensure compliance  |Applicable
1451, et. seq., as implemented by 15 to insure that all federally conducted or supported with substantive requirements of the State coastal
CFR 930, Federal Consistency With activities including development projects, directly management programs.
Approved Coastal Management affecting the coastal zone are undertaken in a
Programs manner consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with approved State coastal location of
the Site makes this act, and related state coastal zone
policies, applicable to potential remedial actions at
the Site.
Coastal Zone Commonwealth of MA - Coastal Zone | Requires federal agencies to ensure that point-source |The selected remedy will not result in any discharge; but, if [TBC

Management (CZM) Water Quality
Policy 1 and Water Quality Policy 3

dischargesin or affecting the coastal zone are
consistent with federally approved state effluent
limitations and water quality standards. Requires that
activities in or affecting the coastal zone conform to
applicable state and federal requirements governing
surface water discharges.

there is a point source discharge, it will meet AWQC for
protection of marine aquatic life from chronic effects.




TABLE 18: LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs (Continued)

|| Media Requirement Requirement Synopsis Actionsto be Taken to Attain Requirement Status
Coastal Zone Commonwealth of MA - CZM Requires protection of coastal resource areas including salt Erosion controls will be implemented as necessary to | TBC
Water Quality Policy 2 marshes, shellfish beds, dunes, beaches, barrier beaches, salt | prevent runoff of surface water containing soils or site
ponds, eelgrass beds, and freshwater wetlands for their contaminants. |mplemented through Waterways and
important role as natural habitats. Wetland Protection Regulations.
Coastal Zone Commonwealth of MA - CZM Requires protection of coastal resource areas including salt All practicable measures will be taken to ensure the TBC
Habitat Policy 1 marshes, shellfish beds, dunes, beaches, barrier beaches, salt | coastal resource areas adjacent to the Atlas Tack site
ponds, eelgrass beds, and freshwater wetlands for their will be protected during remediation activities.
important role as natural habitats. Disturbed wetlands will be restored as part of the site
activities.
Coastal Zone Commonwealth of MA - CZM Requires restoration of degraded or former wetland Areas disturbed by excavation will be restored. This TBC
Habitat Policy 2 resources in coastal areas and ensure that activitiesin coastal [ will include construction of ditches to promote
areas do not further wetland degradation but instead take flooding by tides to promote the establishment of high
advantage of opportunities to engage in wetland restoration. | marsh plant species where appropriate.
Coastal Zone Commonwealth of MA - CZM Preserve, protect, restore and enhance the beneficial Adjacent marshes and wetlands will be restored if TBC
Coastal Hazard Policy 1 functions of storm damage prevention and flood control disturbed during remedial site activities. |f creek flow
provided by natural coastal landforms such as dunes, is diverted during site activities, care will be taken to
beaches, barrier beaches, coastal banks, land subject to protect downstream coastal resources.
coastal storm flowage, salt marshes, and land under the
ocean.
Coastal Zone Commonwealth of MA - CZM Ensure construction in water bodies and contiguous land Assure the excavation procedures, flood control, and [TBC
Coastal Hazard Policy 2 areas will minimize interference with water circulation and | erosion control will protect downstream and adjacent
sediment transport. Approve flood or erosion control wetlands and coastal resources.
projects only when it has been determined that there will be
no significant adverse effects on the project site or adjacent
or downcoast areas.
Rare Species Massachusetts Wetlands Protection | This policy clarifies the rules regarding rare species habitat | Habitats of rare species as determined by the TBC

Program Policy 90-2; Standards and
Procedures for Determining Adverse
Impacts to Rare Species

contained at 310 CMR 10.37 and 10.59.

Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program will be
considered in the mitigation plans.




TABLE 19: ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

|| Media Requirement Requirement Synopsis Actionsto be Taken to Attain Requirement Status
Dewatering Water Massachusetts Ground Water  [Any discharge shall not result in aviolation of Water from dewatering excavated soils and sediments  |Applicableif
Discharge Permit Program Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314  [may be discharged onto the land surface within the thereare
314 CMR 5.00 CMR 4.00) or Massachusetts Ground Water Quality  |wetland buffer. The discharge shall not result in a dischargesto
Standards (314 CMR 6.00). violation of these requirements. groundwater
Surface Water Clean Water Act Regulates the discharge of water into public surface Any point source discharge will comply with all Applicable if
National Pollution Discharge waters. Among other things, major requirements are: substantive NPDES requirements. thereare
Elimination System (NPDES) dischargesto
40 CFR Part 122 . Use of best available technology (BAT) surface water
economically achievable isrequired to control
toxic and non-conventiona pollutants. Use of
best conventional pollutant control
technology (BCT) is required to control
conventiona pollutants. Technology-based
limitations may be determined on a case-by-
case basis.
. Applicable Federally approved State water
quality standards must be complied with.
These standards may be in addition to or
more stringent than other Federal standards
under the CWA.
Surface Water Massachusetts Surface Water | These standards designate the most sensitiveusesfor ~ [Any point source discharge will comply with these Applicableif
Quality Standards which the various waters of the Commonwealth shall be |requirements. there are
314 CMR 4.00 enhanced, maintained and protected. Minimum water dischargesto
quality criteriarequired to sustain the designated uses surface water
are established. Massachusetts surface water quality
standards incorporate federal AWQC as standards for
the surface waters of the State. Any on-site water
treatment and discharge is subject to these requirements.
Hazardous Waste RCRA Hazardous Waste These regulations define wastes that are subject to Wastes and contaminated media (debris, soils and Applicable

Regulations (Identification and
Listing of Hazardous Wastes)
40 CFR Part 261

regulation as hazardous wastes.

sediments) excavated at the Site will be analyzed to
determineif they are listed hazardous waste, “contain”
listed hazardous waste or exhibit a characteristic of

hazardous waste, in compliance with these regulations.




TABLE 19: ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs (Continued)

Media Requirement Requirement Synopsis Actionsto be Taken to Attain Requirement Status
Hazardous Waste |RCRA Hazardous Waste Subparts |, Jand L of Part 264 identify design, operating, | During remediation, remediation wastes will be stored |Applicable
Regulations (Storage of Hazardous monitoring, closure, and post-closure care requirements | in containers, tanks and/or waste piles (or on drip pads)
Waste) for long-term storage of RCRA hazardous waste in in compliance with these requirements
40 CFR Part 264, Subparts|, J& L containers, tanks and waste piles, respectively. However,
40 CFR 262.34(3) 262.34(a) alows accumulation of RCRA hazardous
wastes for up to 90 daysin or on containers, tanks or drig
pads, provided that the generator complies with Part 265.
Excavated/Dredge |TSCA, Subpart D (Storage and These regulations establish requirements for the storage | Storage of PCB materials will be conducted in Applicable
d Materials, Decontamination) for disposal of PCBs and PCB Items with concentrations | compliance with these requirements. Solid debris,
Treatment 40 CFR 761.65 & 761.79 of 50 ppm or greater. These various requirements include| excluding trees and bushes, which have been
Residuals requirements for roof, flooring, curbing, and location contaminated with regulated PCB materials will be
outside 100-year floodplain. They also establish decontaminated prior to off-site transport and disposal if
decontamination standards and procedures for removing | accordance with these requirements; in addition,
PCBs from non-porous surfaces. equipment will be cleaned in accordance with these
regulations.
IAmbient Air Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality | The applicable portions of these regulations prohibit Control measures will be implemented to ensure Applicable
Standards and Massachusetts Air burning or emissions that cause or contribute to a compliance with state regulations.
Pollution Control Regulations condition of air pollution, including dust from excavation
301 CMR 7.00 activities.
Wastewater Massachusetts Supplemental Water treatment units which are exempted from If on-site treatment of wastewater is performed, al Applicable
Requirements for Hazardous Waste  |M.G.L.a.21C and which treat, store, or dispose of processes will comply with all substantive
Management Facilities hazardous wastes generated at the same site are regulated | Massachusetts requirements regarding location,
314 CMR 8.00 to ensure that such activities are conducted in amanner | technical standards, closure and post-closure, and
which protects public health and safety and the management standards.
environment.
Soil/Sediment A Guide on Remedial Actions at Describes various scenarios and considerations pertinent | This guidance was considered in determining the TBC

Superfund Sites With PCB
Contamination (EPA, August 1990)

to determining the appropriate level of PCBs that can be
left in each contaminated mediato achieve protection of

human health and the environment,

appropriate level of PCBs that will be left in the soils.
Management of PCB-contaminated residuals will be

designed in accordance with the quidance,
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This responsiveness summary summarizes and provides EPA's responses to forma comments
regarding the 1998 Proposed Plan for the cleanup of the Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site. These
commentswere received during the comment period between December 2, 1998 and February 19, 1999.
The Public Hearing to accept oral comments was held on February 11, 1999. The comments and
responses are organized into the following categories.

Section Type of Comment Page
21 Citizen A-5
2.2 Loca Government A-12
2.3 State Legidature A-16
24 State Government A-16
2.5 Congressiond A-23
2.6 Federd Agencies A-24
2.7 Atlas Tack Corporation A-25

In this responsveness summary, EPA isresponding to only substantive comments regarding the
RI, Draft Find FS, technica memorandums updating the ecological and human health risks, and Proposed
Plans. Any comments concerning issues which were resolved by changesto the preferred dternatives in
the Proposed Plan are responded to by referring the reader to the appropriate section(s) in this ROD.

EPA presented the Proposed Plan at a public informational meeting on December 1, 1998. EPA
held an additiond informationa meeting on January 27, 1999 to provide the public more information about
the preferred remedy. EPA received 47 | etters or e ectronic comments, and 18 persons spoke at the Public
Hearing. Some letters had more than one signature. Some persons or groups sent more than one I etter,
and/or also commented at the Public Hearing. In this responsiveness summary, EPA will respond to
commenters or groups in the order that their first correspondence was dated or testimony given a the
Public Hearing.

The dternativesin the FSwerefor each Site Area(Commercid, Solid Waste and Debris, Marsh,
and Creek Bed Areas) and Groundwater. The dternatives of dl the Site Areas were combined in the
Proposed Plan and included: No Actior/Limited Action; Remova with On-Site Disposal; Removd with
Treatment with On-Site Disposd; Removd with Off-Site Disposd; Minima Action Groundwater; and
Groundwater Treatment. The preferred remedy in the Proposed Plan was Remova with Treatment with
On-Site Digposal for the contaminated soils and sediments and Minimal Action for the groundwater.

The sdected remedy in the ROD conssts of the following activities:
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1. Source Control
a Ste Satup, Clearing, Sampling, and Contamination Ddlinestion

Thefirgt step inthe remedia processwill be to establish an on-gite office and mobile laboratory to
support the fied activities. Then, thefollowing activitieswill be completed, most at the sametime. The soils
and sedimentswill be sampled to better define the remediation areas and amounts. A treatability study will
be performed to determine the mogt, appropriate trestment for the contaminated materias that can and
need to be treated. Debris and vegetation will be excavated from the work areas. The power plant, metal
building, and rear section of the main building, will be demolished to make room for the remedid activities.
Cleared vegetation, debris, and building materids will be disposed of in the gppropriate off-gte fecilities.
Discussons will be held with Town Officiadsand residentsto determine the most protective and acceptable
access route(s) for truck traffic.

Also, abiocavalability sudy in the Marsh Areawill be performed to better define the extent of the
aress requiring excavation, thereby avoiding, to the extent practicable, the unnecessary destruction of any
floodplain, wetland or riverfront area. Bioavailability is defined as the degree to which materias in an
environmenta media can be assmilated by organisms (EPA, 1997a).There is a relationship between
bicavalability and chemica exposure to organisms. The bicavailability study will be used to assess
exposure. The measurements of bioavailability include analyses of the magnitude, duration, and frequency
of exposure. The sudy will likely include data from the chemica sources, chemicd digtribution (including
transformation), and spatia-tempord distributions of key receptors. Because evauation of contamination
concentrations in whole sediments may not be sufficient to address the question of bioavailability, modifying
factors (e.g., organic carbon smultaneoudy extracted metds/acid voldile sulfide (SEM/AVS) raio) must
be considered. Specific assessment toolsto measure or estimate bioavailability may include: sediment, pore
water and overlying water concentrations, SEM; AV S and organic carbon concentrations; tissue
concentrations; biomarkers, fate and transport models; and food chain models (Ingersoll, 1997).

b. Excavation, Treatment, and Disposa

Approximately 54,000 yd? of contaminated soilsand sedimentswill be excavated wherever heavy
metds, cyanide, PCBs, PAHSs, and pesticides are present above the cleanup levels. Once removed, the
contaminated soils and sediments will be separated from any solid wastes and debris. Materids will be
tested to determine if they contain contamination &t levels above the cleanup goas as shown in Tables 13
and 14. The contaminated materias will be tested and further separated into materidsthat will be treated
and not trested. The estimated total volumes of each material at the Site are shown in Table C-1 in
Appendix C. The actual amount of excavation in the Marsh Area will depend on results of the
bioavailability study. Approximately 55,000 yd 2 of solid waste, debris, and treated and un-treated soils
and sedimentswill be sent off-siteto the gppropriate disposal facilitiesin compliance with the EPA Off-Site
Rule, 40 CFR 300.440. A minimal amount of materia determined to be hazardous waste will require
treatment off-gte to meet land disposal restrictions
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prior to disposal.

The on-ste treatment will be for materias requiring treetment for off-ste disposa (estimated to be
6,000 yds?® treated). The most appropriate treatment method(s) will be determined from the Treatability
Studies. The treatment will eiminate the potentia for contaminants to leach from these materias. The
trestment technology(ies) will most probably be some form of solidification/stabilization. The treatment of
the contaminated materias will be done in atemporary enclosure to the extent practicable to ensure that
workers and residents in the area are not impacted by airborne dust and contaminants. Appropriate
enginering controls will be used to reduce dl other dust emissons from excavation and storage of
materials, and truck traffic on-gte.

Soils and sediments with contaminant concentrations that do not exceed the cleanup godswill be
placed back into the areasthat have been excavated. Additiond fill will be brought onto the Siteto properly
contour the Site. Once the contamination is removed from the various Site areas, each area will be
regraded and revegetated to itsorigina pre-contamination condition to the extent possible. Salt marsh areas
that are excavated to remove contamination will be regraded and revegetated to approximate the origina
conditions of the remediated area. Erosion protection will be provided in each area, as appropriate, to
prevent bank scouring and erosion.

Some of the soilsand sedimentsto be excavated are below groundwater el evationsand/or in Boys
Creek. These removed soils and sediments may have water trestment issues associated with excavation,
storage, trestment, and/or disposd activities. Soils and sediments that require dewatering will be placed
into atank or on an impervious surface. Dewatering of soils or sedimentswill probably involve some type
of mechanica dewatering (e.g., filter press) and/or gravity settling. Soilsand sedimentswill be dried enough
to meset disposal requirements. All water separated from the soils and sediment will be tested, and if
necessary treated to groundwater or surface water standards, before being discharged back onto the Site.
Boys Creek may be temporarily diverted in some locations to alow for the removal of contaminated
sediments.

The excavation, treetment, and disposal of contaminated soilsand sediments are described in more
detall in Appendix C.

¢. Monitoring
A long-term monitoring program will be undertaken to assess the effectiveness of the remedy over
the long term. Soails, sediments, surface water, and vegetation will be sampled and andlyzed for the levels
of the contaminants of concern. These monitoring activities will be undertaken for 30 years after the
completion of the source control remedy.

2. Management of Migration - Monitored Natural Attenuation with Phytoremediation of the
Site Groundwater

The risks from the groundwater contaminants will be sgnificantly reduced by primarily
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removing contamination sources to the groundwater. The groundwater contamination will be further
reduced by natura attenuation. For the inorganic compounds, naturd attenuation should involve chemica
transformation, sorption, and dilution. For the organic compounds, naturd atenuation should involve
chemica transformation, sorption, dilution, and biodegradation. Additional measures to control the
groundwater elevation will be by phytoremediation (trees will be planted to lower the groundwater).
Panting trees will only be done in areas of the Site that the groundwater is not influenced by the ocean and
tidal actionin Boys Creek. The exact location, types, and numbers of treesto be planted will be determined
during theremedia design. It will take severd yearsfor the treesto becomelarge enough and the treeroots
to be degp enough to fully lower the groundwater leve. When fully grown the trees should limit the flow
of groundwater through areas where resdua contamination gill remains a the Site. The trees selected to
lower the groundwater will be limited to types that do not take up contamingation, thereby preventing the
movement of contamination from one location (groundwater) to another (trees). The groundwater should
met the cleanup goa's approximately ten years after the remova of the contamination sources.

A long-term groundwater monitoring program will be undertaken to assess the effectiveness of the
remedy (natura attenuation with phytoremediation of the groundwater in conjunction with source control)
over the long term. The groundwater monitoring will include andlys's of contaminants of concern over 30
years after the completion of the source control remedy. The most appropriate sampling locationswill be
determined once the sources of contamination are removed. The use of exigting wellsmay be possble. In
addition, the trees will be monitored for metas.

3. Ingitutiona Controls

Redtrictions will aso be applied to the Site properties to ensure the remedy is protective.
Ingtitutiond controls (e.g., deed redtrictions, including easements) will be established to prevent any future
use of the groundwater at the Site for drinking water. If groundwater is determined to be within safe and
acceptable levelsfor drinking after the groundwater cleanup levels have been reached, then redtrictionson
groundwater use may be lifted. Also, inditutiona controlswill be established to limit other activities onthe
Site. Such limitsinclude regtricting the types of congtruction within portions of the Commercia Areato only
commercid uses (i.e, no resdentia use). Further restrictions within the Non-Commercid Area are not
anticipated because the wetlands within this area are currently under restrictions from existing wetland
regulations.

Thereis acurrent risk at the Site from shellfish ingestion. The exigting shdllfish ban imposed by the
Town of Fairhaven, based on bacteria issues, should be continued until testing indicates no risk from
bacteria contamination, as well as from Site contaminants. It is expected, a the conclusion of the post
remedial risk assessment, that the Site will not pose arisk from shdlfish ingestion due to Site contaminants
because of the removal of the sources of contamination that cause this shellfish ingestion risk.
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20 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE DECEMBER 2, 1998 -
FEBRUARY 19, 1999 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

2.1  Citizen Comments
2.1.1 Channing Hayward:

Thiscommenter sent a letter dated December 2, 1998 supporting the Proposed Plan.
EPA Response:

EPA appreciatesthis commenter's support for the Proposed Plan. Thefind remedial sdlectionwas
modified based on other comments received, such that no hazardous materids, trested or otherwise, will
be left on-site after the remediation (see EPA's Response to comment 2.1.2).

2.1.2 PariciaEgrdla; Hden Skarstein; Dondd and Imelda Sylvia, and Gerdd Vid; Mr. and Mrs. Jose
Baptista; John Chamberlain- Albert Kenney; Besse Souza;, Shirley and Stephen Theberge; and
Bevaly Vidra

PatriciaEstrelaprovided oral commentsat the PublicHearing on February 11, 1999, and
thisgroup of citizens provided the exact same written commentsin a letter dated January 11,
1999. Thisgroup considered on-site disposal and treatment to be unacceptable at thislocation.
Specifically, in their written letters these citizens were concerned that this Site was not an
appropriate location for the disposal of wastes. Patricia Estrella further added in her oral
commentsthat an alternative proposal could consider on-sitetreatment, in an enclosed facility,
with thetreated material being removed to a licensed hazar dous waste landfill.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of these commenters (see Section X1 Selected
Remedy of thisROD). All contaminated materials and other waste materias will ultimately be disposed
of off-sitein gppropriate waste disposed facilities. Approximately 6,000 yd® will betreated a the Site prior
to disposal. The use of atemporary structure or enclosure to house the treatment operation(s) will be
serioudy evauated during the remedia design to reduce any potential emissions from the treatment of
wadtes on-gte to the community.

2.1.3 Albet Texdra
Thiscommenter sent aletter dated January 11, 1999in opposition tothe Proposed Plan.
Specifically, this commenter compared the EPA's preferred remedy in the Proposed Plan to

EPA'sninecriteria. Thiscommenter suggested that theremedy beoff-stetreatment and disposal
of the contaminated materials.
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EPA Response:

The selected remedy will providefor the off-gtedisposal of al contaminated materids (see Section
X1 Sdected Remedy of this ROD) with an estimated 3,400 yd® of contaminated materias being treated
off-site before disposal in aHazardous Waste Facility. However, an estimated 5,000 yd (before trestment)
of contaminated materids will be treated on-site to reduce the cost of off-gte digposa to specia landfills
for non-hazardous waste. Appropriate safeguards will be used when treating materias on-gte.

2.1.4 Michad Bouvier:

Thiscommenter sent aletter dated January 13, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed Plan.
Specifically, thiscommenter'sconcernswer e 1) EPA'sdata collection areflawed; 2) EPA makes
no provision for a hundred year flood; 3) EPA's cost estimates are meaningless because the
amount to beremoved is not known, monitoring costs have not been included, and the cleanup
requiredasaresult of ahundred year flood hasnot been consider ed; 4) the cost of preparingand
repairing the nearby bike path asatruck disposal route makesthisremedy ajoke; and 5) EPA
must consider the proximity to Roger s School and neighbor hood befor e starting on-sitetr eatment
and storage. Thiscommenter expressed preferencefor the off-site disposal of the contaminated
materials.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section X1 Sdected
Remedy of this ROD). EPA disagrees with this commenter's contention that the data used in making this
remedia decison were flawed. 1) There are sufficient data to support EPA'sremedid decison. EPA did
recognize, in the Proposed Plan, the need to do further sampling during the remedia designto better define
the extent of the remediation. 2) The hundred year floodplain was consdered by EPA andisonly anissue
for the area of the Site (Boys Creek) south of the hurricane dike. The hundred year floodplainisshownin
Figure 3-14 of the RI (Weston, 1995). 3) EPA's cost estimates in the Proposed Plan are within the -30
to +50 % cost estimate ranges that is EPA's practice and include monitoring costs. Since a hundred year
flood is not afactor for most of this Site (see Figure 3-14 of RI), no cogts for a cleanup associated with
ahundred year flood were included in the FS (Weston, 1998b). 4) The use of the bike path as a truck
route during remediation will be evduated, with Town Officias and community, during remedia design. If
the bike path is used, it will befully restored, oncethe remedid action is completed. Costs associated with
the use of the bike path have been consdered in the FS (Weston 1998b) and Proposed Plan. 5) The
sel ected remedy should have minima short term effects on the community and Rogers School . Engineering
controls will be implemented to iminate or minimize exposuresfrom any on-stetrestment and temporary
storage of materias before off-gte disposa. With respect to the issue of off-site disposd, the selected
remedy shall address the concerns of this commenter.
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2.1.5 Brian Bowcock:

Thiscommenter provided oral commentsat the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, and
written commentsin a letter dated January 21, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed Plan. This
commenter wanted the remedy to be off-site treatment and disposal of the contaminated
materials.

EPA Response:

The selected remedy should address most of the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI
Sdected Remedy of this ROD) regarding the off-ste digposa of contaminated materials. See Response
2.1.3 regarding off-dte trestment.

2.1.6 Roman Rusinoski

Thiscommenter provided oral commentsat the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, and
written commentsin aletter dated January 23, 1999. Thiscommenter did not agreewith EPA's
Proposed Plan and suggested that the metals be separ ated and sold, and the other by-products
be removed off-steto a Confined Disposal Facility being built aspart of the New Bedford Har bor
Superfund Site.

EPA Response

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI Selected
Remedy of this ROD). The suggestion that the metals be separated and sold was investigated. EPA has
concluded that metals separation is difficult and not likely to be cogt effective given the nature and extent
of other contamination at this Site. The suggestion that the other materia be disposed of at the New
Bedford Harbor Superfund Site can not be implemented, since the New Bedford Harbor Site is not
licenced to accept wastes from other off-site sources.
2.1.7 Margo Volterra

Thiscommenter sent two e-mailsdated January 27, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed
Plan. Thiscommenter suggested that more money be spent.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address most of the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI
Selected Remedy of this ROD).

2.1.8 William McLane

Thiscommenter sent an e-mail dated January 28, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed
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Plan. This commenter started that the Site isin an environmentally fragile area and a poor
location for term storage of hazar dous and toxic wastes.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address most of the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI
Sdlected Remedy of this ROD).

2.1.9 RacAnnand William Slva

These commenters sent an undated letter in opposition to the Proposed Plan. These
commenter wanted the remedy to be off-site disposal of the contaminated materials.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of these commenters (see Section X1 Selected
Remedy of thisROD).

2. 1. 10 Shirley and Steve Theberge:

These commenters sent a letter dated February 1, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed
Plan. These commenterswanted a proper cleanup for their children and future generations.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of these commenters (see Section X1 Selected
Remedy of thisROD).

2.1.11 Donnaand Edward Jennings:

These commenters sent a letter dated February 7, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed
Plan. These commenterswanted an off-site clean-up and off-site disposal of the contaminated
materials.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of these commenters (see Section X1 Sdlected
Remedy of thisROD).

2.1.12 Mark Rasmussen:

Mark Rasmussen, Executive Director of The Coalitionfor BuzzardsBay, provided oral
comments at the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, and written commentsin a letter dated
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February 8, 1999. This commenter raised the following issues. opposition to on-site waste
disposal; concerns for lack of groundwater treatment, the high toluene cleanup level and
groundwatertreatment limitations; acceptanceof bioavailability studiestodeter mineappropriate
mar sh area removal; and natural resour ce damages. This commenter suggested the Proposed
Plan be modified by: disposal of materials off-site; maximum excavation of contaminated
materialsto reduce groundwater contamination; the cleanup of Boys Creek and Marsh Areas
pending completion and publicreview of the bioavailability data; and completerestoration tothe
original grade and monitored wetland restoration.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section X1 Sdected
Remedy of thisROD). All contaminated materias and other waste materidswill ultimately be disposed of
off-gtein gppropriate waste digposd facilities. The contaminated materia swill be excavated to the cleanup
levels, thiswill reduce the soil and sediments levels to protective levels. The groundwater treatment is not
justified because the groundwater cleanup goals are expected to be met about tenyears after the sources
of contamination have been removed, which is only about 3 years|onger than would have been expected
with active groundwater trestment. Figure 3, in the ROD, shows the approximate extent of excavetion of
contaminated aress. It is expected because of the extent of excavation that dl the toluene in the cleanup
areas will be removed. The bicavailability studies to determine appropriate marsh cleanup will be done as
part of this ROD. Figure 4, in the ROD, shows the gpproximate final contours after the remediation is
completed. Thefina contours, of the Site, should alow for the restoration to wetland of the currently filled
areas.

| ssuesrelated to natural resource damages are under the control of the Federal and State Trustees.

On this Site, the Trustees are NOAA, USFWS, and the Executive Office of Environmenta Affairs. EPA
hasworked with the Trustees regarding this Site. Representativesfrom NOAA and USFWS assisted EPA
in determining the gppropriate cleanup levels a this Site.

2.1.13 George Vezina

Thiscommenter provided oral commentsat the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, and
written commentsin an e-mail dated February 19, 1999in opposition to the Proposed Plan. Also,
this commenter had concerns that wetland replication could not be done as easily as has been
implied.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section X1 Sdected
Remedy of this ROD). Also, EPA redizes that awetland can be difficult to replicate. Every atempt will
be made to regrade and revegetate the wetlands to approximately the originad conditions of the area
remediated. However, there is the possbility that the wetlands will revert back to having the current plant
gpecies due to the lack of water circulation as the result of the hurricane barrier.
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2.1.14 ClaudiaKirk

Thiscommenter sent aletter dated February 18, 1999in opposition tothe Proposed Plan.
This commenter expressed preference for on-site treatment and off-site disposal of the
contaminated materials, and atemporary structureto be used to contain dust whileexcavating.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI Selected
Remedy of this ROD). The use of atemporary structure/enclosure to house the treatment operation(s) will
be serioudy considered during the remedid design to reduce any potentiad emissions. Appropriate
engineering controls will be used to reduce dl other dust emissions.

2.1.15 Kim McLaughlin:

This commenter sent an email dated February 19, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed
Plan. Thiscommenter suggested off- sitetreatment and disposal of the contaminated materials,
but would accept on-site treatment. Also, this commenter suggested a temporary structure be
used to contain dust emissions and the use of the Town bike path to reduce truck traffic to the
neighbor hood.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI Selected
Remedy of this ROD). The use of atemporary structure/enclosure to house the treatment operation(s) will
be serioudy considered during the remedia design to reduce any potentid emissions. EPA will work with
the Town to devel op the appropriate truck route(s) during the cleanup.

2.1.16 PatriciaPdczar:

Thiscommenter sent aletter dated February 19, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed Plan.
Specifically, this commenter's concer ns wer e waiver s of regulations, monitoring, financing of
future difficulties, waste volume estimates, and public comments.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section XI Selected
Remedy of thisROD). Thereare no waivers of regul ations planned for this sdlected remedy. Agroundweter
monitoring plan will beimplemented after the remediation to evauateif the remedy will be protective of the
environment. The Superfund datute requiresthat a5 year review be conducted at sites where the remedy
does not dlow unlimited land use and unrestricted exposure to
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insure the remedy remains protective of human hedth and the environment. The remedy will be financed
ether through a settlement with the responsible parties and/or by the EPA's Hazardous Substance
Superfund and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The estimated volume of contaminated wastes
(54,000 yd® before trestment) is based upon sampling done during the RI (Weston, 1995) and will be
refined during the pre-remedia sampling during the Remedid Design. Findly, al response |etters received
during the comment period are in the Administrative Record and are responded to in this Responsiveness

SUmmary.
2.1.17 Henry Ferreira

This commenter sent an undated letter in oppostion to the Proposed Plan. This
commenter stated that the plan wasnot in the best interest of thetown, but wasthe cheapest the
EPA could get away with, and that possible releases of toxic materials could occur if flooding
occurred.

EPA Response:

The selected remedy should address the concerns ofthis commenter (see Section XI Selected
Remedy of thisROD).

2.1.18 Dr. Barbara Aekser:

This commenter provided oral commentsat the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, in
opposition to the Proposed Plan. This commenter was concerned with the location of waste
disposal and the deterioration of thetreated material.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns ofthis commenter (see Section X1 Selected
Remedy of thisROD).

2.1.19 Kevin Doherty:

This commenter provided oral commentsat the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, in
opposition tothe Proposed Plan. Thiscommenter'smain commentswer ethefollowing: application
of RCRA regulations to this Site; maintenance and operation of unlined hazardous waste
materialstobe capped; lack of full characterization of thewastes, and water inundatingthewaste
materialsastheresult of storms.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns of this commenter (see Section X1 Sdected
Remedy of thisROD). All waste materiasincluding contaminated materids will ultimately be
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disposed of off-gte in appropriate waste disposdl facilities.
2.1.20 dJm Smmons

Thiscommenter provided oral comments at the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999, in
opposition to the Proposed Plan. This commenter had concerns with the location of waste
disposal.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address the concerns ofthis commenter (see Section X1 Selected
Remedy of thisROD).

2.2 Local Government Comments
2.2.1 Farhaven Sdectman Robert Hamilton

Selectman Hamilton sent an e-mail dated December 2, 1998 requesting extension of the
public comment period.

EPA Response

EPA extended the public comment period twice, first from December 31, 1998 to February 1,
1999, then to February 19, 1999.

2.2.2 Farhaven Sdlectmen Robert Harnilton, Bryan Wood, and Winfred Eckenreiter

Selectmen Hamilton, Wood, and Eckenreiter provided oral comments at the Public
Hearing on February 11, 1999, and written commentsin letter sdated January 14 (two letter s) and
February 1, 1999 and included the SeaChange Panel'sreview. The Selectmen’'s main comments
were: 1. More than a third of the Site would be converted into an unlined disposal facility
rendering it uselessfor future development. 2. The plan would requirethe expenditure of either
EPA or DEP funds to monitor the Site. 3. The natural ecosystem will be adversely impacted
because of digging and placement if hazardous material in a flood prone area. 4. The abutting
mar sh, streams and shellfish beds would impacted should the unlined disposal arealeak. 5. The
resdential neighborhood would continue to livein fear from theimpact of leaking material from
the unlined landfill. 6. Thedisposal Steisnear residential homes, an elementary school, anursing
home, and a bike path. 7. The time to construct the landfill wouldbe more than just taking the
material off-site. 8. Thecost of takingthematerialsoff-siteisnearly equal the cost of theon site
disposal and constant monitoring. 9. The Selectmen do not believe the Hazardous Waste
Corrective Action Management Unit (CAMU) regulations apply to this Site.
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The SeaChangePand included Jim Plunkett, AnneM arieDesmar ais,and K evin Doher ty.
Their main comments wer e the following.

JimPlunkett'scommentswere: 1. TheHazardousWaste Corrective Action M anagement
Unit (CAMU) regulations were intended for just RCRA sites. 2. The minimal groundwater
alternative does not meet the criteria of reduction in the mobility, toxicity, and volume by
treatment. At the sametime, thecommenter believed that thegroundwater should not beactively
treated, especially with aremoval action. 3. Allegations have been made that the Site could go
before the National Review Board and that the criteria are not meet for this Ste. 4. The
construction of a land impoundment is both technically and environmentally inappropriate.

Anne MarieDesmarais scommentswere: 1. RCRA rulesarebeing applied toa Sitethat
was never regulated under RCRA. 2. Metalsmay leach in thefuture. 3. Requirements of State
Wetland, Facility Siting, and Solid Waste Regulations will need to be met

Kevin Doherty's commentswere: 1. Concerns with storms eroding the capped waste
“compost” mound. 2. Money is driving the decison. 3. Concerns with gas emanating from
compost pile of hazar dous waste and leaching from the mound.

EPA Response

The selected remedy should address the concerns of the Selectmen and most of the SeaChange
Panel concerns (see Section X1 Sdlected Remedy of thisROD). All waste materialsincluding contaminated
materias will ultimately be disposed of off-gtein appropriate waste digposd facilities.

Regarding additiona issuesthe SeaChange Pand raised, EPA hasthefollowing responses. For Jm
Plunkett's Comment 2, in Table 3 of the Proposed Plan, iheminima groundweter aternative partialy meets
the reduction of mohbility, toxicity, and volume by treatment because of the phytoremediation component
of thisdternative. For Jm Plunkett's Comment 3, one of the criteriafor going before the National Review
Board isthat aremedy isgresater than $30 million or 50% gresater than theleast codtly protective dterndtive.
At this Site, the least cogtly protective source control dternative, Alterndive 2, costs $13.4 million, and
least costly protective management of migration (groundwater) dternative, Alternative 5, costs $ 0.39
million. The sdected remedy, which includes both source control and management of migration
components, costs $18.6 million and is not costly enough to require going before the Nationd Review
Board.

2.2.3 Farhaven Conservation Commission
MarinusVander Pal, Jr., Chairman of the Fairhaven Conser vation Commission, provided

oral commentsat thePublic Hearing on February 11, 1999, and written commentsin letter sdated
December 21, 1998, and January 21 and February 11, 1999. The December
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21, 1998 letter suggested that the EPA has not complied with the Massachusetts Wetlands
Protection Act; and that a Determination of Applicability or Valid Order of Conditions has not
beenissued. The Conservation Commission'sletter (unsigned) of January 21, 1999 asked several
guestionsregar ding wetland delineation, FEM A designation of flood zone, existing elevations,
gabilizing fill, and estimated or theoretical life expectancy for the containment of toxins. The
February 11, 1999 letter stated that it wasthe position of the Conservation Commission that: 1.
Theresource areas be delineated and verified; 2. A resourcerestoration plan be submitted for
approval and beincluded in the cleanup plan; and 3. Off ste disposal isthe only way to get the
toxic material out of the flood zone.

EPA Response

EPA responded with letters on January 19 and February 10, 1999. EPA does not need a
Determination of Applicability, Valid Order of Conditions, or any Federa, State, or Local permits to
conduct aremedia action under the Superfund law. Also, it was stated to the extent practicable EPA will
consider input from the Commission. In addition, under the Superfund Law, EPA must comply with all
subgtantive Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS) to proceed with aremedia
action. Refer to Section XI1. Statutory Determination of the ROD for a complete discusson of the
regulaory requirements.

A find wetland delinestion and design plan will be performed, asrequired, during the design phase
of the deanup. The FEMA flood zone isa 100 to 500 year flood area. The exigting elevationsfor the Site
are shown on Figure 3 of the ROD. The proposed areaclean fill and the approximate find contoursfor the
Site are shown on Figures 3 and 4 of the ROD. An estimated or theoreticd life expectancy for containing
hazardous substances may be determined during the treatability Sudiesiif it is required for digposd in an
off-gte facility. It is expected any materia trested will meet any standards required for off-ste disposal.

Regarding the letter dated February 11, 1999 and comments given at the Public Hearing, EPA
responseisasfollows: 1. A final wetland ddlinestion and design plan will be performed, asrequired, during
the design phase of the cleanup; 2. Approvas are not required for a resource restoration plan under the
Superfund law; and 3. Off ste digposd of al contaminated materidsis part of the selected remedy.

2.2.4 Farhaven Department of Water Resources
Gary Golas, Director of the Fairhaven Department of Water Resour ces, provided oral
comments at the public hearing and written commentsin letter sdated January 14 and February

19, 1999. The commenter opposed any on-site treatment and suggested that the treatment be
off-site so that areas near the Site closed to shellfishing could be opened sooner.
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EPA Response

On-site trestment will not have any effect on the shellfish areas near the Site. The selected remedy
has been modified from the origind Proposed Plan to treat some contaminated materids ongte with
disposal of al contaminated materids off-ste. Thisshould address any issuesrelated to Site contamination
regarding shdllfish areas. Once the contaminated soils and sediments are removed during the remedy, the
human hedth shdlfishing risks from the Site should be diminated.

2.2.5 Farhaven Board of Hedth

Board of Health Members Raymond Richard, David Szeliga, and Dr. Edward Mee
provided written commentsin a letter dated January 25, 1999, and David Szeliga provided oral
comments at the Public Hearing on February 11, 1999. The Board of Health'sconcernswere: 1.
The Plan will not protect human health and plant and animal life because contamination will be
left on-Site. 2. The Plan does not comply with ARARs. 3. The long term effectiveness and
permanence is unknown. 4. It is unclear why the removal of contaminated soils to an off-site
location would not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume. 5. The Town and its citizens have
endured many year s of non-action and a mor e permanent solution is the only option the Board
can endorse. 6. Cost is the fundamental issue controlling EPA's decision, and taking the
contaminatedmaterial away from the Siteisthe only acceptable plan. 7. It istheir belief that the
DEP will not accept the plan because of the maintenance. 8. The community acceptance of the
Proposed Plan is non-existent.

EPA Response

The sdected remedy should address the concerns of the Board of Public Hedlth (see Section XI
Selected Remedy of this ROD). The sdlected remedy has been modified from the origind Proposed Plan
to treat some contaminated materias on-ste with digposd of dl contaminated materids off-ste.
2.2.6 Farhaven Board of Public Works

Paul Francis, Chairman, Fairhaven Board of Public Works, sent a letter dated February
19, 1999, and Richard Broeder provided oral commentsat the Public Hearing on February 11,
1999. They were both in opposition to the disposal of hazardous materials onsite.
EPA Response

The sdected remedy should address the concerns of the Board of Public Works (see Section XI
Selected Remedy of this ROD).
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23  StateLegidature Comments
2.3.1 Representative William Straus

Representative Straus provided oral comments at the Public Hearing on February 11,
1999, and written commentsin aletter dated January 19, 1999. Repr esentative Straus suggested
the Proposed Plan be modified to dispose of the contaminated materialsin an appropriate off-site
facility and that the contaminated materials could be treated on-site, but inside a building to
reduce any potential emissions. Also, Representative Straussupported Alter native No. 6 for the
ste groundwater, natural attenuation, after the contamination sourcesareremoved. Hefurther
indicatedthat monitoring should be doneto ensurethat the cleanup goalsar e being achieved and
if not, then further remediation performed.

EPA Response

The sdected remedy incorporates dl the substantial concerns of Representative Straus. All
contaminated materidsand other waste materidswill ultimately be digposed of off-gtein gppropriate waste
disposed facilities. The use of atemporary structure or enclosure to house the trestment operation(s) will
be serioudy evauated during the remedia design to reduce any potentiad emissions from the trestment of
wadtes on-dte. A groundwater monitoring plan will be implemented as part of the selected remedy for the
groundwater to evauate if the remedy will be protective of the environment. Also, the Superfund Satute
requiresthat a5 year review be conducted at siteswhere the remedy does not allow unlimited land useand
unrestricted exposure to insure the remedy remains protective of public heglth and the environment.

2.3.2 Senator Mark Montigny:

Senator Montigny sent aletter dated January 24, 1999 in opposition to the Proposed Plan.
Senator Montigny wanted the remedy to include proper treatment and disposal of the
contaminated material off-site.

EPA Response:

The sdlected remedy should address most of the concerns of Senator Montigny (see Section XI
Sdlected Remedy of this ROD).

2.4 State Gover nment Comments

2.4.1 Commonweslth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Environmenta Affairs (EOEA), Department
of Environmenta Protection (DEP)

The DEP submitted written comments on the Proposed Plan and FSin a letter dated
February 19, 1999.

A-16



The DEP had the following comments on the Proposed Plan.
2.4.1.1 DEP Comment 1:

The DEP stated that the proposed remedy should not be selected dueto the overwhelming
public oppostion to the proposal and the apparent availability of other feasble and more
acceptable off-sitedigposal options. The DEPrecommended that contaminated material besorted
and characterized at the Siteand that EPA select an alter nativethat incor por ates off-site disposal
toamuch greater extent. Further, the DEP asked that on-site solidification should be conducted
only when it isrequired by the off-ste disposal facility. In addition, the DEP sought to havethe
ROD include a contingency for on-site disposal in the event that an off site facility can not be
identified or the cost of disposal becomes prohibitive.

EPA Response:

The selected remedy should address most of the concerns of the DEP (see Section X1 Selected
Remedy ofthis ROD). A contingency for on-site disposal ofwastesis not part of the ROD. If however, as
DEP suggests, off ste digposdl is unavailable or the remediad costs become prohibitively expensive, then
the ROD could be amended per requirementsinthe NCP. EPA anticipatesthat the selected remedy inthis
ROD can be implemented without any significant changes.

2.4.1.2. DEP Comment 2

Waste volumes need to be accurately calculated so the appropriate decison about
disposal can be made. A clearer decison flow chart for deter mining which wastes will be taken
off ste without solidification, which wastes will be solidified and Ieft on site, and which will be
solidifted and taken off site should be developed early in the design process.

EPA Response:

Waste volumesand characteristicswill be better defined during Remedid Design and further refined
during the remedia action. A description of the excavation, treatment, and disposa of waste and
contaminated mediaisin Appendix C of the ROD. Table C-1 and Figure C-1 provides more details of
the disposal of the wastes.
2.4.1.3. DEP Comment 3

There arenotreatment standar dsfor thesolidification technology. Also, thedescriptions
of the waste sorting and characterization processes do not mention contaminant levels for
disposal facilities.
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EPA Response:

Treatment standardswill be established based on the requirements of disposal facilitiesand thetype
of treatment selected. See EPA Response 2.4.1.2 regarding description of the waste sorting and
characterization.

2.4.1.4. DEP Comment 4

The bioavailability studies should include clear criteria for decisions on whether marsh
sediment should remain in placeor should be excavated. Thecost estimatesshould include a cost
range, considering no marsh remediation to full remediation.

EPA Response:

The purpose of the bicavallability sudies isto determine the extent for remediation in the Marsh
Area. EPA will include the Natural Resource Trustees (NOAA, U.S. FWS, and EOEA) and DEPin any
decison regarding the Marsh Area. The cost estimates were based on the cost of full rernediation of the
Marsh Area. However, the find remedia cost is expected to be lessif less marsh remediation is done.
2.4.1.5. DEP Comment 5

The Operation and Maintenance (O& M) cost estimatesand requirementsarenot shown
for the combined alternatives in the FS nor the Proposed Plan. It is difficult to compare

alter natives without this cost estimates.

EPA Response:

Whileit isdifficult to compare O& M codts in the Proposed Plan since the O& M cogt information
was in the FS (Weston, 1998b), Section X. of the ROD has a comparison of the aternatives which
includes the O&M cogts for dl the combined dternatives.
2.4.1.6. DEP Comments 6 and 7

Concernswith the on-site disposal area in the Proposed Plan.

EPA Response:

The disposa of waste will be off-gite, so issues related to on-site digposal will not be addressed
in this Respongveness Summary.
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2.4.1.7. DEP Comment 8

How will the high concentrations of organics (221 ppm) found in the groundwater at one
location be addressed?

EPA Response:

It isexpected, because the organics are co-located with other meta contaminants, that the selected
remedy will remove the dl contamination at this location (Well MW-5). Since the main organic istoluene
and it is lighter than water, it is expected this type of contamination will be removed by excavating the
source (the contaminated soils); the excavation of soilswill go down where the groundwater resides. Figure
3 shows the gpproximate extent (depths and locations) of excavation for the remedly.

2.4. 1. 8. DEP Comment 9

The cleanup levels do not address the O to 2 feet of soil outside the building in the
Commercial Area. Also, some of the cleanup levels presented in the Proposed Plan are not the
same asthose presentedin the FS. The PCB levds, for example, change from 0.87 ppm in the
Study to 10 ppm in the Plan.

EPA Response:

The cleanup levelsin the ROD are for the totd Commercia Area (0-2 feet and >2 feet depths).
The sampling in the RI indicates that very little, or any, additiona remediation will be required outsdethe
former building area. The PCB cleanup levd (10 ppm) in the ROD is based on the EPA PCB Poalicy (EPA
Directive 9355.4-01-FS, "A Guide on Remedia Actions at Superfund Sites with PCB Contamination”
1990) and isalevel that EPA has determined is protective. Because of the PCB and other contaminants
are co-located, the estimated volumes of contaminated soils to be remediated will not change.

2.4.1.9. DEP Comment 10

| dentify those ar eas of contamination which are not going to be includedin theremedial
action, for example wastes or areas potentially contaminated with petroleum.

EPA Response:
See Figure C-1 for thelocations of excavation. Under CERCLA, petroleumis specificaly excluded
inthe definition of hazardous substance, and as such, EPA isnot authorized to address the rel ease or threat

of release of petroleum. Thus, thelocations with contaminated petroleum were not identified inthe RI, FS,
nor Proposed Plan.
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The DEP had the following comments on the FS.
2.4. 1. 10. DEP General Comment

The FS determines volumes of contaminated soils for different Sitelocations. The costs
for all remedial alternatives are based on these volume estimates. The volume estimatesare a
result of assumptionsabout resultsof laboratory analysesfor the contaminated soil samples. In
several instances problems were found with the assumptions, inconsistencies in how the
assumptions wer eapplied and errorsin how the costswer e calculated. Thevolumeestimatesand
costs should be thoroughly checked prior to the issuance of the Proposed Plan and the ROD.
Also, sensitivity analysis may show clearly the degree to which the costs for each remedial
alternative may vary depending on the outcomes of the recommended analytical protocols.
EPA Response:

The cost estimates for the source removal (see Table 17) were modified based on the changesto
the disposal of thewaste materids. The cost estimates have ranges of -30% to +50% which should account
for any variability in the quality of assumptions and their gpplication.

24.1.11. DEP Comment 1

Assumption for the volumes of waste disposed are not defined in the FS.
EPA Response:

The assumption for the waste volumes are shown in Appendix C of the ROD.

2.4.1.12. DEP Comment 2

Several errors were found in Figures and Tables that effect the final costs for SWD-4
remedial alternative.

EPA Response:

The cost estimates for the source control portion were updated for the ROD and are shown on
Tables 15 in the ROD.

2.4.1.13. DEP Comment 3

The Cost Tablesreferencedin Section 5 of the FSand used in evaluating the CA, SWD,
and M SSremedial alternativesin a number of instances repeat costs for the same activities.
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EPA Response:

Eachdternativeinthe FSwasagand done dternative (i.e. each dternative could beimplemented
without other aternatives from other Site areas). The cost estimated in the Proposed Plan did not repest
cost when dternatives from the different Site areas were combined. The cost estimates for the source
control portion of the selected remedy were updated for the ROD and are shown on Table 15inthe ROD.

2.4.1.14. DEP Comment 4

IntheFS, complicated plansfor handling contaminated soil, involving excavation, sorting,
grinding, decontamination, screening, sampling, field and laboratory analyses, can only be
inferredfrom the Remedial Process Flow Sheetsand Cost Tables. The Remedial Design should
clearly explain the on-site waste handling, field, and laboratory sampling and analyses plans.

EPA Response:

The description of the excavation, treatment, and disposal of waste and contaminated mediaisin
Appendix C of the ROD. The Remedid Design will have dl the gppropriate plansto successfully complete
the remedia action.
2.4.1.15. DEP Comment 5

There isnodiscussion in the FSpertaining to the content of thetreatability study. TheFS
should at least describe the scale of the anticipated investigation. The cost of this study should
be estimated and consider ed together with other implementation costsfor each on-sitetreatment
alternative.

EPA Response:

In the FS (page 5-12), there was adiscussion of the stabilization/solidification treatment technology
that the Treatability Study will be based. The Treatability Study will be performed in accordance with the
Guidefor Conducting Treatability StudiesUnder CERCLA, EPA/540/R-92/0719, October 1992. The cost
for the Treatability Study isincluded as part of the engineering costs on Table 15 of the ROD.
2.4.1.16. DEP Comment 6

It isnot clear from the FSwhy this spatial orientation (location) for the disposal areawas
chosen.
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EPA Response:

The disposal of waste will be off-gite, so issues related to on-site disposa will not be addressed in
this Responsiveness Summary.

2.4.1.17. DEP Comment 7

Theneed for marsh remedial actionsdoesnot appear to be supported by an adequate soil
characterization. The RI indicates that only three soil samples were taken and analyzed in the
Marsh Area, closeto the CID boundary. The FS Sections 1.2.5.3, 2.3.3, which should pertain to
the Marsh Area, are descriptions of risk assessments pertaining to the Boys Creek sediments.
Whilethe FS does statethat a bioavailability study for theareaisneeded, the Proposed Plan and
the ROD should be explicit in stating that the need for the design and implementation of the
chosen remedial alternative for thisareais contingent on further soil characterization.

EPA Response:

InVolume 4 of the RI, thereisareport of the extensive field screening that was done of the Marsh
Area that supports the need for remedid action in the Marsh Area. Further sampling and a biocavail ability
study will be performed to better define the areas requiring excavation.
2.4.1.18. DEP Comment 8

The FS does not addressthe localized contamination of groundwater by organics.
EPA Response:
See Response 2.4.1.7 regarding cleanup of organicsin the groundwater.
2.4.1.19. DEP Comment 9

During the Remedial Design, additional wetland mitigation, restoration and monitoring
options should be explored for theremediated mar sh ar eas. Excavated ar eas should have detailed
mitigation, restoration and monitoring plans prepared with DEP staff involved in design review.
Some of the present recommendationsinclude: taking of additional soil coresto better determine
extent of hydric soils, reseeding of hard shell clam beds, increasing culvert size through the
hurricane barrier, examining the use of filter fabric, sand or military sheet metal tracks for
temporary roads during remediation.

EPA Response

Theissuesraisad in this comment are Remedid Design issues and will be addressed in the
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Remedid Desgn.
2.4.2 Commonwedth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Public Safety

Richard Grelotti, Under secretary of Public Safety, sent a letter dated January 26, 1999
forwarding aletter sent tothe Off-ice of Public Safety by the Fair haven Board of Selectmen. This
commenter stated that his office does not have any jurisdiction over thisenvironmental issue.

EPA Response

EPA recelved the same letter sent to Office of Public Safety by the Fairhaven Board of Sdlectmen.
See EPA’sresponse to the Fairhaven Board of Selectmen (see Response 2.2.2).

2.4.3 Commonwedth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Environmenta Affairs, Office of Coastd
Zone Management

Margaret Brady, Director, Office of Coastal Zone Management, sent a letter dated
February 19, 1999. This commenter had the following issues. placement of treated material in
wetlands; flooding of disposal area; inadequate identification of waste volumes, lack of
groundwater treatment; and contamination impact to shellfish.

EPA Response

The sdlected remedy should address most of the concerns of Director Brady (see Section Xl
Sdected Remedy of this ROD). All contaminated materids and other waste materias will be disposed of
off-gtein gppropriate waste digposdl facilities. Waste volumeswere estimated from the RI sampling. Further
sampling will be performed to better determine the exact areas and amount of wastes that needs to be
remediated. During remediation, confirmation sampling will be done to ensure that al areas above the
cleenup gods are excavated. It is edtimated that the contaminants in the groundwater will meet the
groundwater cleanup goasabout ten years after the contamination isremoved. Thus, the additiona expense
to perform active trestment of the groundwater would be unnecessary. If after ten years, the groundwater
is not approaching the cleanup gods, EPA would have to consider other actions that may be necessary to
ensure that the remedy is protective of public hedth and the environment.

25  Congressonal Comments
2.5.1 Senator John Kerry and Congressman Barney Frank
Senator Kerry and Congressman Frank prepared written comments dated January 20,

1999 which wereread by Else Sousaat the public hearing on February 11, 1999. Senator Kerry
and Congressman Frank had the following questions. What are the depths and levels
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of contamination? How do concentrations compare to toxicity standards? What isthe extent of remediation?
What is the fate and transport rate of pollutants in the groundwater? How can cleanup standard be s, if
bicavalahility study is not done until after the mgority of the contaminants are removed? Can thelevelsbe
modified once the study is completed, and if done, what is forma process for modifying those standards?
Senator Kerry and Congressman Frank had the following concerns: the location of waste disposd and the
permanence of the treated materias.

EPA Response

The sdlected remedy should address most of the concerns and answer the questions of Senator
Kerry and Congressman Frank (see Section X1 Selected Remedy of this ROD). The depth and levels of
contamination are in the Section 4 of RI report and summarized in Section V. of this ROD. The fate and
transport of the contamination are addressed in Section 5 of the RI. In summary, the contamination leaches
from the source areas into the groundwater then into the surface water in Boys Creek. The approximate
extent of remedia excavation are shown in Figure 3 of theROD. The cleanup levelsinthe Marsh Areawere
caculated based on the risk to ecologicd receptors. Representatives of NOAA and USFWS provided
ggnificant input to EPA’ s establishment of ecologica cleanup gods in this ROD. The bicavallahility sudy
will be performed as part of the Remedia Design and will be completed before any excavation of soilsand
sedimentsin the Marsh Area. If the cleanup standards or remediation areas are modified as aresult of the
bioavailability study, they will be modified with input from representatives of NOAA and USFWS, and in
consultation with DEP. Any significant or fundamental change to the selected remedy will be documented
in an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) or ROD amendment respectively.

26  Federal Agencies
2.6.1 Nationd Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminigtration (NOAA)

NOAA isoneof twofederal natural resour cetrusteesat thisSite. NOAA prepared written
comments, dated December 8, 1998, endor sing the Proposed Plan. NOAA'’s specific comments
were as follows. If contaminants are available in the wetland and salt marsh areas, then they
should beremoved. Any wetland and salt mar sh areasshould berestored if any excavation of soils
and sediments were to occur. Treatment was favored because the contaminants would be
permanently contained. On-site disposal was favored because it would provide cost saving
compared to off-site disposal, and ther efor e provide potential funding for any wetland salt mar sh
replacement. NOAA would liketo participatein planning a post- remedy monitoring program and
asked that the basdline sampling begin soon after the ROD is approved.

EPA Response

EPA appreciates NOAA' s support for the Proposed Plan. The fina remedia sdection was
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modified as previoudy noted based on other comments received. The selected remedy does include the
items that were of concernto NOAA. A bioavailability study will determinethe extent of necessary wetland
and sat marsh remova. The, impacts on the on-Site wetlands, floodplains and riverfront areas as a result
of the selected remedy will be mitigated. Contaminated materials will be treated in some instances and will
be removed off-gte for proper trestment and disposal. EPA appreciates NOAA’s offer to participate in
planning a post-remedy monitoring program. EPA will contact NOAA about this and other Ste related
issues. The basdline sampling will begin as soon as possible after the design of the remedy.

2.7  AtlasTack Corporation’s Comments

The Atlas Tack Corp., one of the parties sent a Genera Notice of Liability, submitted written
commentsin four lettersto EPA. Kevin O’ Connor (Hermes, Netburn, Sommerville, O’ Connor & Searing,
P.C.), who is an attorney representing the Atlas Tack Corp., sent a letter dated January 27, 1999 and
provided oral comments at the public hearing on February 11, 1999. Martin Legg, who isaso an atorney
representing the Atlas Tack Corp., sent a letter dated February 19, 1999. Leonard Lewis, President of
Atlas Tack Corp., sent forma comments dated February 19, 1999. Legg sent additional forma comments
dated March 11, 1999. Thelast letter was sent after the comment period, but isincluded because it asssts
EPA in responding to Atlas Tack’s comments.

Atlas Tack provided comments on the draft FS (dated April 20, 1998), draft find FS (Weston,
1998h), “Ecologica-Based Cleanups Gods’ (Weston, 1997b), “ Update of Basdine Human Hedth Risk
Asessment and Development of Risk-Based Clean-Up Levels’ (Weston, 1998a), “ Update of Basdine
Human Hedth Risk Assessment and Devel opment of Risk-Based Cleanup Levels’ (Weston, 1998c), and
the Proposed Plan. Severd of Atlas Tack’scommentswere repested in various places. EPA isresponding
only once to any, comment. If a comment is repeated, the comment has been nonetheless, noted, but a
reference has been made to the response to the earlier comment.

2.7.1 Kevin O Connor letter dated January 27, 1999

This commenter wrote confirming the date of the public meeting and hearing, and asked
for an extension of the public comment period.

EPA Response

Notices for dl meetings were sent to the Atlas Tack Corp. EPA extended the public comment
period twice, first from December 31, 1998 to February 1, 1999, then to February 19, 1999.

2.7.2 Martin Legg letter dated February 19, 1999

Thiscommenter wrote that he is counsal to Lewis, both personally and in his capacity
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asthe president of the Atlas Tack Corp. Thiscommenter asked that EPA include aspart of the
Adminigtrative Record the report and commentsfrom Lewis dated February 19, 1999.

EPA Response

The materials submitted by Lewis have been included as part of the Adminigrative Record for this
ROD (see Appendix B Adminigtrative Record Index).

2.7.3 Kevin O’ Connor ord comments at the Public Hearing on February 11,1999

This commenter’s comments included the following. Atlas Tack was going to present a
detailed set of commentsto EPA about thetechnical issuesand that these would be availableto
anyone who wanted them. Atlas Tack characterized EPA’s conclusions that the Site does not
present a public health risk. The Atlas Tack consultants concluded that EPA’s ecological risk
assessment isnot correct.

EPA Response

EPA does not agree with Atlas Tack’s contention that the Site does not pose any risk to human
health or the environment. The risk assessments performed for EPA indicates thereisarisk to both human
health and the environment (see Section VII. Summary of Site Risks).

2.74 Lewis sent aletter dated February 19, 1999, titled “Formal Comments of Atlas Tack Corporation
to Proposed Plan, Remedia Investigation and Feasibility Study.” Comments included: (1) a letter dated
February 19, 1999 from O’ Connor and (2) “Comments on Proposed Cleanup Plan” prepared by Rizzo
Associates, Inc. and Menzie-Cura & Associates, Inc.

Therewere no substantive commentsin this commenter’sletter.
EPA Response

No response is needed.
2.7.4.1 O Connor’sletter dated February 19, 1999

Thiscommenter’sletter dated February 19, 1999 had the following comments.

2.7.4. 1.1 O Connor General Comment #1

EPA’s proposed plan will involve the expenditur e of between $17 million and $30 million,
atruly massive expenditure, without regard towho paysit or theamount spent at other Superfund
sites.
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EPA Response

As discussed within the Draft Find Feasbility Study (FS) (Weston, 1998b) on Page 2-1, “EPA
must salect a codt-effective remedid dternative that effectively mitigates and minimizes threets to, and
provides adequate protection of, public hedlth and the environment.” As part of the andyss of remedid
aternatives, EPA has used nine criteria for the evaluation of remedia dternatives (see 40 CFR 3
00.430(e)(9)(iii)) that consist of:

1. Overdl protection of human hedth and the environmert,
2. Compliance with ARARS,

3. Long-term effectiveness,

4. Reduction of toxicity, mohility, or volume,

5. Short-term effectiveness,

6. Implementability,

7. Cost,

8. State acceptance, and

9. Community acceptance.

Asdiscussed in Section XI1.C. of the ROD, and in accordance with 40 CFR300.430(f)(1)(D) of
the NCP, EPA has determined that the sdlected remedy is cost effective, i.e., the remedy affords overdl
effectiveness proportiond to its cogts. Within Section 4 (Development and Screening of Alternatives) and
Section 5 (Detailed Andysis of Alternatives) of the FS, cost was considered for dl aternatives. However,
thereisno requirement within the National Contingency Plan that directs EPA to makeitsremedy decisons
based on who paysfor the remedy or on how much money has been spent at other Superfund sites. Instead,
EPA mugt use dl nine criteriafor evauation to select aremedy.

2.7.4.1.2 O’ Connor General Comment #2

EPA has proposed that plan based upon its review and analysis of data that is at least
sevenand asmuch asthirteen yearsold. Nodataisrelied upon that wasgathered at the Site after
1992.

EPA Response

The mgority of data collected during the Remedia Investigation (RI) (Weston, 1995) took place
in 1991 and 1992. It is not uncommon for data to be severd years older by the time the proposed plan is
published and prior to the initiation of remedid action. The NCP requires that data collected during the RI
be sufficient to adequately characterized the Site for the purpose of developing and evauating effective
remedid dternaives. EPA believes that the data gather during the RI are Hill sufficient to adequately
characterize the Site s nce the contaminant concentrations currently present at the Site have not substantialy
changed since the RI because no remediation (i.e., no remova and/or treatment of contamination) has
occurred and the contamination have not
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migrated enough to reduce the contaminant concentrations a the Site to below the cleanup levels. Atlas
Tack’ s recent very limited groundwater data (See Response Number 2.7.4.1.6 for discussion) showsthat
the Site groundwater is gill contaminated above cleanup gods. Thus the Site giff poses arisk to human
health and the environment, thereby requiring aremedy. It should be noted however that EPA will, as part
of the selected remedy (see Section XI.C.1.a of the ROD for explanation), further sample the soils and
sediments and perform abioavailability study inthe Marsh Areaduring Remedia Design to better definethe
remediationaress, thereby avoiding, to the extent practicable, the unnecessary destruction of any floodplain,
wetland, or riverfront area.

2.7.4.1.3 O’ Connor Genera Comment #3

EPA hasdetermined that, with the exception of one specificlocation, the Sitedoesnot pose
any unacceptable human health risk whatsoever. That one location isinsde a covered manhole
in the building and is based upon exposureto that area by a maintenanceworker every day for a
period of years, an extremely unreasonable exposur e scenar io. The contamination at the Sitedoes
not pose a health risk to the residents of the Town of Fairhaven.

EPA Response:

EPA has determined that there is an unacceptable human health risk at this Site (see Section VII.
Summary of Site Risks). EPA followed the RI/FS and risk guidances (see Appendix B: Adminidrative
Record Index for complete list of guidances, which includes. “Interim Find Guidance for Conducting
Remedid Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA,” dated October 1, 1998; “Interim Fina
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1, Human Hedth Evauation Manud (Part A),” dated
December 1, 1989; “Interim Find Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1, Human Hedth
Evauation Manua Supplemental Guidance: Standard Default Exposure Factors,” dated March 25, 1991;
and “ Supplementd Guidanceto RAGS: Cd culating the Concentration Term,” dated May 1, 1992) regarding
Ste assessment and caculation of risk at the Site. Because of the time between the start of the RI and the
release of the Proposed Plan, EPA had the risk assessment updated before i ssuing the Proposed Plan with
the most up-to-date risk factors (i.e. RfD vaues, cancer dopefactors, etc.). Infollowing the risk guidances
(noted above), the EPA did not base the cleanup gods on one location. The cleanup goa swerebased on
data from throughout the Site. For the Commercia Area, the risk was based on data from this areaand not
one selected location.

It is EPA’s practice to present a conservative representation of risk (reasonable maximum
exposure). The reasonable maximum exposure (risk) is defined as “the highest exposure thet is reasonably
expected to occur at a Site” (*Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (Part A),” page 6-5). The RME
isintended to be “well above the average case that is gill within the range of possible exposures’ (“Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund (Part A),” page 6-5).

The results of a single sample, while they influence the computation of the 95% upper confidence
limit of the mean exposure point concentration, are just one of al the sample results
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incorporated. EPA’slogic for using the 95% UCL of the meanis provided in “ Supplemental Guidance to
RAGS: Cdculating the Concentretion Term,” where it states, “ Statistical confidence limits are the classical
tool for addressing uncertainties of adistribution average. The 95% UCL of the arithmetic meanisused as
the average concentration because it not possible to know the true mean.” EPA did not perform arisk
assessment on the maximum reported soil concentrations. The only time thisis done is when there is such
heterogeneity in the data rendering the 95% upper confidence limit on the mean concentration greater than
the maximum reported vaue. In which case, it is EPA practice to utilize the maximum reported
concentration.

2.7.4.1.4 O’ Connor Genera Comment #4

The ecological risksidentified by EPA arebased upon a screening level risk assessment,
not the detailed and validated, site-specific risk assessment required by CERCLA and the NCP
as a basis for remedy selection decisions. The RI did not collect the type or quality of data
necessary to perform or validate the required site-specific risk assessment.

EPA Response

The ecologica risk assessment performed as part of the RI program was based upon a
comprehengve field sampling program that complies with the NCP requirement (40 CFR 300.430(d)(4))
for conducting Site-specific risk assessment as a basis for remedy selection decisions.

During the RI (1990-1995), in cooperation with the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Adminigtration (NOAA) and United States Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS), EPA conducted a
preliminary screening of metasin the sediments and soils of the streams and wetlands of Boys Creek Marsh
inthevicinity of the Site. Additional sediment and soil sampleswere collected from Girls Creek Marsh and
West Idand Marsh as potentiad near-field and far-field reference locations. The results of this screening
Investigation were used to seect subsequent sampling locations within the Boys Creek Marsh. The find
report of this 1990 screening investigation is located within Appendix F of the Rl (Weston, 1995). On
Augugt 9, 1991 and April 11, 1992, atota of 17 sediment sampleswere collected, 15 in Boys Creek, one
near-fidd reference in Girls Creek and one far-field reference at West Idand. In addition, a total of 14
surface water locations were collected on August 9, 1991 and April 10" through 12, 1992. The surface
water samples collected were: 11 in Boys Creek, 2 in Girls Creek, and one a the West Idand reference
dation.

Not only did EPA collect a number of site-specific surface water and sediment samplesduring the
RI, but 10-day sediment toxicity tests were performed using both the marine and freshwater amphipods,
Ampelisca abdita and Hyalella adeca. Other biological tissue sampleswere collected for chemicd andysis
included; the fish species, Fundulus heteroclitus, and three bivave species, Geukensia demissus (ribbed
musse), Mya arenaria (soft-shell clam) and; Mercenaria mercenaria (hard-shell clam). Inaddition, afish
community analyss, wildlife habitat assessment and wetlands ddlineation and functional assessment were
performed in support of the ecologica risk
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assessment.

Therefore, various Ste-gpecific physicd, chemical, and biologica samplesWere collected, anayzed
and evduated as pat of the ecologica risk assessment. In an attempt to better characterize those
ste-gpecific ecological risks, EPA as part of atechnicad review team including representatives from the
NOAA, USFWS, and the Corps of Engineers New England Divison (CENED) worked together to
develop an gpproach for saecting ecol ogical-based cleanup gods. Thisgpproach isoutlined in the document
titled “ Ecological-Based Cleanup Godss, Atlas Tack Superfund Site, Fairhaven, Massachusetts’ (Weston,
1997), which EPA rdlied on in completing the FS, Proposed Plan, and this ROD.

Furthermore, EPA will collect additiond sSte-specific data as part of Remedid Desgn. A
Bioavailability Study will be performed that will verify the bioavailability of divaent inorganicsto better define
the extent of the areas requiring excavation, thereby avoiding, to the extent practicable, the unnecessary
destruction of any floodplain, wetland, or riverfront area.

Ladtly, EPA recognizestherapidly evolving field of ecological risk assessment and the recent rlease
of EPA’s* Guiddinesfor Ecologicd Risk Assessment” dated 1998 and EPA’ s“ Guidancefor Designing and
Conducting Ecologica Risk Assessments for Superfund” dated 1998. However, the use of these recent
guidance documents would not change EPA’s decision to develop remedia action objectives to mitigate
exiging and potentid threats to those ecological receptors found to be at substantial risk from exposure to
Ste-related contaminants.

2.7.4.1.5 O’ Connor Genera Comment #5

Evenunder thisminimal level of risk analysis, EPA concluded that much of the ecological
risk at the Site was due to conditions that are naturally occurring or unrelated to the Site. The
Remedial Investigation states, “RAQOs addressing ecological receptors will be very difficult to
attain, but it appears a sgnificant portion of the estimated ecological risk is due to conditions
which may be naturally-occurring or which may not be site-related.” RI at p. 7-15. The remedy
proposed by EPA cannot cure conditionsthat either are naturally occurring or are not related to
the Site.

EPA Response

EPA has sdected aremedy based on the protection of human hedlth and the environment from the
contaminants found at this Site. EPA isrequired to assess (asit did for this Site) therisk from dl chemicds
at agte evenif itisunclear how certain chemicas cameto belocated at aste. All cleanup godsat thisSite
are, however, based on contaminants found at the Site. The soil cleanup in the Commercia Areais based
upon the contamination of metals (arsenic, copper, lead, and zinc), cyanide, PAHS, and PCB (Arochlor
1260), which weredl found a high concentrationsin the manufacturing areas (most of which thereformerly
was abuilding) of the Site. The soil/sediment cleanup in the Non-Commercia Areas (Debris, Marsh, and
Creek Areas) is also based
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upon the contamination of metds (antimony, cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc), cyanide, and DDT. The
contamination from the metds, cyanide, PAHs, and PCB is associated with the manufacturing processes
and/or improper disposal a the Site. The contamination of DDT could have been dueto improper disposd
or gpplication of insect control at the Site. Because DDT isco-located with the rest of the Site contaminants,
however, the soil cleanup volume does not change if DDT were diminated as a contaminant to be
rernediated. Also, there are no sediment cleanup levelsfor DDT or PCBs in Boys Creek; thus the Site's
risk was not influenced by sourcesof DDT or PCBs originating off-gte. The Site groundwater cleanup gods
are for metals (cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc), and cyanide, which were dl found in the manufacturing
areas and soils a the Site. No cleanup leves at this Site are have been developed for contaminants
originating solely from off-gte sources nor are they below any background levels.

Regarding the Atlas Tack’ scomment regarding the statement from the RI, thisexcerpt tekestheRI
out of context. Thelanguageisfrom Section 7.5 Prdiminary Remedid Action Objectivesof the Rl (Weston,
1995) andisonly aprdiminary discusson of the cleanup objectives. The beginning of Section 7.5 Satesthat:
“The RI, induding the Risk Assessment, is one step in the decision-making process leading to sdection of
aremedy for the Atlas Tack Site. The step immediately following completion of the RI will be the FS,
induding an evauation of remedid dternatives. Thefirst step inthe FS processis establishment of Remedid
Action Objectives (RAOs).” Furthermore, the last paragraph on Page 7-14 is not completely cited in
Comment #5. The paragraph satesthe following: “The preiminary RAOs presented above require further
review and definition in the initia phase of the FS. As mentioned above, identification of ARARswill bea
critical activity prior to the findization of the RAOs. RAOs addressing ecologica receptors will be very
difficult to attain, but it appears a Sgnificant portion of the estimated ecologicd risk is due to conditions
which may be naturally occurring or which may not be Ste-related.”

Therefore, prior to preceding with the FS, EPA developed a Technicd Memorandum Remedid
Alternatives Screening (Weston, 1997b). Within this document, the technica review team (EPA, NOAA,
U.S. FWS, Weston, and CENED) spent a consderable amount of time and effort developing a protocol
for the development of ecol ogica-based cleanup goas. Appendix D within this document identifies severa
comments and revisons to this protocol. The final protocol was draft in November of 1997 and this, was
integrated into the Draft Find FS. Within the FS, Page 2-20 dates. “Table 2-5 aso presents background
soil datafor metds. It isnot feasible to achieve a cleanup god that islower than background, therefore the
ecol ogicd risk-based concentrations (ERBCs) for each metal were compared to background for the metal.
The derivation and limitations of the background soil vauesis presented in Section 2.3.1 [of the FS].”

From the information presented within the FS, it is quite clear that EPA is not proposing to cure
conditions that are neither naturaly occurring nor non-site related.

2.7.4.1.6 O’ Connor General Comment #6

The sampling and analysis performed at the Site by Atlas Tack in 1998 and 1999 show
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that EPA’s assessment of risk to the environment and its FS were based upon assumed
contamination levels and assumed exposur e pathways that do not exist. Most importantly, the
recent testing performed by Atlas shows that contamination at levelsabove EPA’scleanup goals
isnot leaching into groundwater and traveling from thefill areato the wetland areas of the Site.
Based upon thisinformation, EPA needs to reconsder what it has proposed as a remedy at the
Site.

EPA Response

EPA isnot convinced that it ought to recongider its remedy based upon the information cited in this
comment. EPA has collected sufficient datato characterize the Site, and determine the ecologica and human
health risks presented by this contamination. In an effort to eva uate the potential future exposure scenarios
to human and ecological receptors, EPA made predictions based on historic data and complete exposure
pathways (see Sections V., V1., and VII. of the ROD). The confirmation of these data will be taken care
of during Remediad Design or as part of long term monitoring.

A review of Atlas Tack’ srecent (1998-1999) dataaong with EPA’ sprevious data, showsthat this
Site il poses arisk to the environment due to the migration of contaminants into the groundwater. Atlas
Tack’s sdlection of wells sampled was not sufficient to adequately characterize the current Site conditions
nor the risks at the Site.

Firg, when EPA did the RI sampling, a rigorous Quality Assurance/Quadlity Control (QA/QC)
program was performed. The Atlas Tack sampling did appear to have some QA/QC but was not up to the
same standards as EPA’ s sampling. Even assuming that the Atlas Tack sampleresults are unassailable, EPA
has issues with Atlas Tack’ s sampling and andlysis. Atlas Tack never sent, with their responses, amap that
indicates where their wells were located. Most of the wells sampled could be located based upon work
doneinthe RI as shown in Figure 3-1 (Weston, 1995), but locationsfor wells AT-200 and SB-711 could
not be determined.

Second, Atlas Tack limited its sampling to the following wells: AT-1 (on north side of
former lagoon area); 521 (east of former lagoon); MW- 1 (east of the Filled Area); MW-3 (in Marsh
Area, east of the Filled Area); 517 and 604 (on the Hathaway Braey property portion of the Site);
and SB-711 and AT-200 (two wells not apparently sampled during the RI). Atlas Tack did not
sample insde the building (wells AT-11 and AT-12). EPA’s sample of well AT-11 was higher than
the cleanup gods for copper (filtered and unfiltered samples) and cyanide (filtered and unfiltered
samples). Atlas Tack did not sample just outside the building (wells AT-103 and 606 [a bedrock
well]). EPA’s sample of well AT-103 was higher than the cleanup goas for copper, zinc, and
cyanide (dl filtered and unfiltered samples). EPA’s sample of bedrock well 606 was higher than the
cleanup gods for zinc (filtered and unfiltered samples). Atlas Tack did not sample the former lagoon
areawdl MW-5. EPA’s sample of well MW-5 was higher than the cleanup gods for cadmium,
copper, lead, zinc, and cyanide (dl unfiltered samples); and cadmium, zinc, and cyanide (dl filtered
samples). Atlas Tack did not sample the Filled Area (well MW-8). EPA’s sample of well MW-8
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was higher than the cleanup godsfor copper, lead, and cyanide (dl unfiltered samples); and cyanide (filtered
sample).

Atlas Tack sdlected, for at least hdf their wells, locations where the contaminants were limited or
known not to be located. Wells 617 and 604 (both on the Hathaway Braey property) and well MW-3 did
not have contamination levels above the cleanup levels even when EPA sampled them during the RI. Wl
MW:-1 had contamination levels above the cleanup levels in just the 1991 round of EPA sampling. Wdll
SB-711 location isunknown and did not appear to have any groundwater contamination. On Table 2, ofthe
Atlas Tack response letter dated March 14, 1999, an average of sample results only from the wells that
Atlas Tack recently sampled (1998-1999) wereincluded as evidencethat the groundwater levels have been
reduced to acceptable levels.

Third, Atlas Tack’ sown sampling resultsindicate thet thereisgtill arisk from the Site contamination
to theenvironment. Well AT-1 had acopper concentration (1,000 ug/L) in the unfiltered sample significantly
above the cleanup god of 31 ug/L. Also, well AT-1 had a cyanide concentration (10 ug/L) in the filtered
sample at the cleanup god of 10 ug/L. Well 521 had azinc concentration (2,600 ug/L., unfiltered sampleand
2,000 ug/L, filtered sample) and Wel AT-200 had azinc concentration (870 ug/L, unfiltered sample) above
the cleanup goa of 810 ug/L for zinc. Well AT-200 had a copper concentration (1,100 ug/L, unfiltered
sample), cyanide concentration (12 ug/L, filtered sample), and lead concentration (110 ug/L, unfiltered
sample) above the cleanup gods of 31 ug/L for copper, 10 ug/L for cyanide, and 81 ug/L for lead. It is
evident from the Atlas Tack sampling results that this Site still has sgnificant groundwater contamination at
some locetions.

Fourth, EPA notes that Atlas Tack did not provide any soil, sediment, or surface water sample
results with their response. Part of the risk to environment is attributable to the migration of contamination
directly via surface water runoff from the Filled Areato Boys Creek. The migration of contamination, and
thus risk, is not exclusively by groundwater into Boys Creek. See Response Number 2.7.4.9.1.3 for
additional response regarding this point.

Hfth, Atlas Tack provided its own plant sample results which indicate thet there is not an uptake of
contamination into plants and thus plants are not a risk to other biota. Atlas Tack did not provide plant
sampling locations, nor the soil and sediment contamination concentrations at those plant sampling locations.
It is impossible to determine the exact locations of the plant and shellfish samples from the Sampling
Photographs or Site Map. Thus, thereisno way to determine from Atlas Tack’ sinformation if these plants
arein locations with contaminated soils. Thus it cannot be determined what if any risk these plant samples
may pose to the species at the Site. Also, the risk from ingestion of plants by animals is not just from
contamination in plants, but fromthe contamination in the soils or sediments that are attached to the plants.
Aslong as there is contamination in the soils and sediments (which there il is a this Site), animas are a
risk from eating plants a this Site irrespective of the presence of contamination in the plants.
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2.7.4.1.7 O’ Connor Genera Comment #7

The FSshould haveincluded consideration of aremedy principally involving placement of
an impermeable cap over necessary areas of the Site. That remedy would provide all of the
environmental benefits of the proposed plan, but at a much lower cost. That precise sort of
remedial action was being discussed between Atlas Tack and DEP ten years ago when the Site
first became part of the Superfund process. Rizzo Associates estimatesthat such aremedy could
be implemented at the Site for lessthan $1.0 million.

EPA Response

Capping of this Sitewasinduded in the screening of technologiesin the I dentification and Screening
of Technologies’ in Section 3 of the FS. However, capping was not retained as a technology becauseit is
not protective of the environment for thisSite. EPA disagreeswith Atlas Tack’ sassertion that cgpping would
provide dl of the environmental benefits of the Proposed Plan. Since contamination exists below the
groundwater table, without source remova, contaminantswould till bein contact with the groundwater even
after acap is placed over the waste areas. Even if the contamination was capped, the groundwater under
the cap would still migrate into the surface water and be a threet to the environment. Also, to ensure the
cap’s adequacy, on-site wetlands will have to be destroyed, without the possibility of on-site wetland
mitigaion. This is not consistent with the Federal Executive Orders 11990 and 11988 which must be
complied with under the Superfund law. A part of Boys Creek would have to be relocated since some of
the waste locations are next to this Creek. EPA cannot respond to Atlas Tack’s estimate of $1 million to
cap this Site, since Atlas Tack did not provide cost documentation nor details regarding its capping
proposal.

2.7.4.1.8 O Connor Specific Comment #1

The Proposed Plan, RI, and FS are not consistent with the NCP because the Site should
not have been included on the National PrioritiesList.

EPA Response

This Site was properly placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in accordance with al necessary legd
requirements. Chdlengesto NPL listings can only occur during the listing process which ended many years

ago.
2.7.4.1.9 O Connor Specific Comment #2

TheRI conducted by EPA did not comply with the NCP.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.9.1 (2.7.4.1.9.1 through 2.7.4.1.9.1.4) and 2.7.4.1.9.2.
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2.7.4.1.9.1 O Connor Specific Comment #2.1

EPA did not gather the necessary information.

EPA Response

According to Section 300.430(d) of the NCP, “the purpose of the remedid investigation (RI) isto
collect data necessary to adequately characterize the Ste for the purpose of developing and evauating
effective remedid dternatives” EPA did gather sufficient dataand information to satisfy this purpose and
otherwise conducted the RI in full compliance with the NCP and the above-stated purpose.

2.7.4.1.9. 1.1 O Connor Specific Comment #2.1.1

No soil samplesweretaken inthevast majority of the mar sh areas proposed asareasfor
excavation and treatment.

EPA Response

During the RI, a significant amount of data from the Marsh Area was collected, evauated, and
andyzed. These data included specific soil/sediment samplesand screening level data, which are discussed
in the Response Number 2.7.4.1.4, the RI (Weston, 1995), and the Ecological-Based Cleanup Goals
Technicad Memorandum (Weston, 1997b).

2.7.4.1.9.1.2 O Connor Specific Comment #2.1.2

EPA’splan to conduct “ bioavailability studies’ on mar sh surface soilsaspart of Remedial
Design should instead have been conducted as part of theRI.

EPA Response

EPA typicaly predicts the exposure to contaminants and their effects on ecological receptors
through food chain modeling at the time the RI is conducted, without the performance of bioavailability
studies. EPA bdievesthat the datagather during the RI were and still is sufficient to adequately characterize
the Site Since the contaminant concentrations currently present at the Site have not substantialy changed
gnce the RI; thus the Site il poses arisk to the environment, thereby requiring a remedy (see Response
Number 2.7.4.1.2 for further discussion). However, obtaining additiond information on the acid volatile
aulfide and smultaneoudy extracted metds concentrations within the marsh surface soils will lead to
determining whether the divalent meta's, cadmium, copper, lead, zinc and nickel are biocavailable to those
organisms in direct contact with them. EPA will collect additiond ste-specific data as part of Remedid
Desgn. A Bioavailahility Study will be performed thet will verify the bioavailability of those divaent metds
to better define the extent of the areas requiring excavation, thereby avoiding, to the extent practicable, the
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unnecessary destruction of any floodplain, wetland, or riverfront area. EPA believesthisis a prudent next
step athough it is dso believes that the areas and overdl volumes designated for remediation in the ROD
will not change subgtantidly as aresult of this studly.

2.7.4.1.9.1.3 O Connor Specific Comment #2.1.3

EPA failed to establish the pathway for the significant transport of dissolved metal
contamination via groundwater from the fill area and other upland areas of the Site to surface
water in the wetland and marine areas.

EPA Response

EPA disagrees with the contention that the transport of contaminants from the upland and fill aress
to the wetlands/marsh via groundweter is not clearly established. Soilsin the source aress, the groundwater
which flows towards the wetlands'marsh aress, and the sediments and soilsin the wetlands'marsh areas dll
have high levels of the same contaminants, which present the ecologica risk at the Site (see Tables 1 to 6
for lig of chemicas of concern). Further, the transport mechanisms, including leaching of Site contaminants
into the groundwater resulting in their eventual migration to the surface water, have been dlearly established
in scientific literature and are discussed in detall in Section 5.0 of the Rl (Weston, 1995).

2.74.1.9.1.4 Mr. O Connor Specific Comment #2.1.4

EPA failed toinclude treatability studiesin the RI, asrequired wherethey are necessary
by the NCP and instead has proposed to include them as part of Remedial Design.

EPA Response

The NCP does not “require’ the conduct of treatability studies as part of the Rl . 40 CFR
300.430(a)(2) states that developing and conducting a RI/FS “generdly includes’ treatability studies, and
40 CFR 300.430(d)(1) states that “to characterize the Site, the lead agency shal, as appropriate, conduct
field investigations, including treatability sudies...” At this Site, EPA has decided to conduct treatability
studies as part of the design step because the “basic” technology, solidification/stabilization of soils and
sedimentsto minimize contaminant leeching, isan exigting trestment technology. Enough isknown about this
technology, for the purposes of the RI/FS, to estimate its costs. The trestability studies to be conducted
during the design and/or the remediation will not determine if solidification/stabilization will work, but will
alow EPA to sdect the most appropriate solidification/stabilization process. They will dso provide the
contractor with information specific on how effective the various chemicas and solidification/stabilizetion
agents will be, when applied to the soils and sediments. While the costs may be somewhat dependent upon
which will be used, they should not vary subgtantialy.
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2.7.4.1.9.2 O Connor Specific Comment #2.2

EPA did not conduct the required site-specific basdinerisk assessment. Instead, EPA’s
risk assessments wer e based upon assumptions, rather than site-specific data, about exposure
point concentrations, exposur e pathways, exposur e media, and exposur e r outes.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3, 2.7.4.1.4, and 2.7.4.1.9. 1.

2.7.4.1.10 O Connor Specific Comment #3

EPA’sFSand sdlection of a Proposed Plan are not consistent with the NCP.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4. 1. 10. 1. t0 2.7.4.1.10.3.

2.7.4.1.10.1 O Connor Specific Comment #3.1

By transferring critical data collection and evaluation processesfrom the RI to the RD,
EPA has diminished the ability of Atlas Tack and the public to make meaningful comments on
EPA’sdecisions.

EPA Response

EPA disagrees with this comment. It is assumed that the references to the so called “critical data
collection and evauation processes’ that will take place during the RD arethe bioavailability sudy and the
treatability studies. The reasons for conducting these studies as part of the RD can be found in previous
responses.

2.7.4.1.10.2 Mr. O Connor Specific Comment #3.2

EPA has failed to identify a particular remedial technology, the volume of soilsto be
treated and disposed of on-site, and the ar eas of the Site subject to excavation.

EPA Response

With respect to source control, in the Proposed Plan, EPA identified Alternative 4, source
remova with treatment and on-ste disposal, as the preferred dternative. The FS clearly describes
this dternatives tretment to involve solidification/stabilization. The Proposed Plan identified the
total volume of was to be up to 58,000 cubic yards, while the FS (Weston, 1998b) identified in
the figures the approximate areas to be excavated. The selected source control remedy in this ROD
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is amodification of Alternative 4. The ROD dates: “The on-dte trestment will be for materids requiring
treatment for off-site disposal (estimated to be 6,000 yds® treated). The most appropriate treatment
method(s) will be determined from the Treetability Studies. The treatment will eiminate the potentia for
contaminants to leach from these materias. The treatment technology(s) will most probably be some form
of solidification/ stabilization.” The sdlected remedy cdlsfor al disposal to occur off-site (see Section XI.
Sdlected Remedy). The areas to be remediated (excavated) are identified in Figure 3 of the ROD.

2.7.4.1.10.3 O Connor Specific Comment #3.3

Not knowing the exact volume of materials makesit impossible to accurately assessthe
cost effectiveness of on-site treatment and off-site disposal and the other remedial options
involving off-site disposal. These deficienciesimpact the ability to comment upon the action and
location-specific ARARs identified by EPA in the FS.

EPA Response

The “exact” volumes of soils/sediments are never known &t this point in the process. However,
reasonable estimates have been made based on the available data. EPA believes those estimates to be
auffidently accurate to evauate dternatives, including cost estimates and to make a cost effectiveness
determingtion. It is important to note that EPA’s Guidance for conducting Rl and FS Under CERCLA,
acknowledges a degree of uncertainty in FS cost estimates; the godl is to achieve a +50 to -30 percent
accuracy. The data collected as part of the above activitiesare typicd of pre-design studiesthe Superfund
program uses to help refine the selected remedy variables during design to enable prospective RA bidders
to provide moreinformed and accurate bids on thework. We see no reason why the lack of thisinformation
would impact the ability of anyone to comment on the ARARs associated with this work.

2.7.4.1.11 O’ Connor Specific Comment #4.A
EPA hasnot identified location specific ARARsthat are applicable at the Site.
EPA Response

Within Section 2.2.3.3 (Page 2-10 to 2-12) and Appendix B of the FS, the following location-
gpecific ARARs were identified: the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 USC 1521 et seq.); the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (16 USC 661 et seq.); Procedures on Floodplain Management and
Wetlands Protection (40 CFR 6, App. A), Wetlands Protection Executive Order 11990, Floodplain
Management Executive Order 11988, Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Massachusetts
Wetlands Protection Act (3 10 CMR 10.00), the Massachusetts River Protection Act, the Federal Coastal
Zone Management Act (16 USC 1451), and the Commonwedth of Massachusetts Coasta Zone
Management Policies. These are ill the location-specific ARARS for the selected remedy.
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2.7.4.1.12 O’ Connor Specific Comment #4.B

The Clean Water Act (CWA) isnot an ARAR with respect tosurfacewater at theSite. The
CWA isnot applicable. The CWA isapplicable only to point sour ce dischar ges of pollutants and
therefore does not apply to any releases to surface water now occurring at the Site. The CWA
water quality sandards do not apply. The CWA criteria are not relevant and appropriate. The
water quality standardsregulateindustrial and other dischar ges, which arenot present at the Site.
These standards ar e of general application and not based upon therisks posed at the Site. Even
if the CWA standardswere R& A, they should be waived because much if not all of the surface
water contamination in Boys Creek and dischar ged into Buzzards Bay from Boys Creek isfrom
off-site sour ces.

EPA Response

The CWA controlsthedirect discharge of pollutantsto surface watersthrough the Nationa Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. Any on-site discharge to surface waters as a result of
dewatering activities must meet the substantive NPDES requirements, which have been identified as
action-specific ARARs.

In addition, the CWA, as amended, sets forth ambient water qudity criteria (AWQC) for the
protection of aquatic life and humanhedlth.. Water quaity standards are based on the designated use(s) for
the water, and the criteria necessary to protect the designated use(s). Federad AWQC (ak.a. National
Recommended Water Quality Criteria) developed under Section 304(a) of the CWA are nonenforceable
guidance criteria based on the latest scientific information to evauate the effect a toxic pollutant
concentration has on a particular aguatic species and/or human hedth. Although AWQC are
nonenforceable, Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 9621, datesthat remedia actionsshdl attain AWQC
wherethey arerelevant and gppropriate. In determining if AWQC are rdevant and appropriate, the primary
factors are the designated or potential uses of the water, the media affected, the purposes for which the
potentia requirement are intended and the latest available information.

In the selected remedy, AWQC were used to determine appropriate groundwater, soil, and
sediment cleanup level sbased upon contaminant migration from soilsand sedimentsto the groundwater and
then the groundwater to surface water. AWQC are not, however, ARARS per se for the surface water at
the Ste. Theintent isto address Site-rel ated contamination to the extent they arethe source of contamination
of the surface water, but not to address the surface water contamination directly.

With respect to theissue of awaiver of the Clean Water Act requirements, EPA doesnot find that
any of the six waiver criteria, as enumerated in 40 CFR 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C), applies to the Site
circumstances. Moreover, EPA disagrees with Atlas Tack’ s assertion that much, if not dl, of the surface
water contamination in Boys Creek is from off-gte sources. See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.2
regarding the issue of off-gte sources.
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2.7.4.1.13 O’ Connor Specific Comment #4.C

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts GW-3 Groundwater Standardsar e not applicable
or relevant and appropriate to the cleanup of groundwater at the Site.
The MCP allows for a site-specific assessment of risk to deter mine whether, where Method 1
gandards such as GW-3 groundwater standards are exceeded, those levels of contaminants
actually present any risk to human health or the environment.

EPA Response

In the Proposed Plan and FS, EPA indicated that DEP s Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP)
GW-3 Method 1 standards would be used for those contaminants for which there exist GW-3 Method 1
standards, while the approach of multiplying the AWQC by a 10-fold dilution factor would be used for
copper, for which there does not exist a GW-3 Method 1 standard. EPA has given additional thought to
this in light of the comments received and has opted to set the interim groundwater cleanup levels for al
COCshased on the AWQC, where there exiss AWQC. Refer to more detailsin Section XI1. of the ROD.
These changes do not substantidly dter the interim groundwater cleanup levels from those proposed in the
Proposed Plan, nor do they affect the estimated time for the Selected Remedy to attain these levels.

2.7.4.1.14 O’ Connor Specific Comment #4.D

The Nationa Oceanic And Atmospheric Adminigtration Technicd Memorandumisnot avaid basis
upon which to establish Creek Bed sediment or Marsh surface soil cleanup goals. Use of the NOAA
memorandum is not appropriate because it is not based upon an analysis of this Site.

EPA Response

Insupport of the RI, variousfidd sampling and |aboratory efforts were conducted and those results
integrated into the ecological risk assessment. Results from the sediment toxicity testing indicated that the
exposure to chemicals was respongble for a decrease in survivd a the mgority of the sampling locations
north of the hurricane barrier. In order to develop site-specific cleanup goas, mortality rates a sampling
locations in the main stem of Boys Creek were evauated in relation to grain size, total organic carbon,
smultaneoudy extracted metd/acid volatile sulfide (SEM/AVS) ratio, meta concentrations, and organic
chemica concentrations. In most cases, therewas no clear correlation between those measured parameters
and mortdity making it difficult to develop site-specific cleanup goas based on the results of the sediment
toxicity tests done.

Therefore, tissue datafrom ribbed mussels, hard shell dams, soft shell dams, and mummichogswere
incorporated to develop the site-gpecific cleanup gods. Prior to conducting the FS, EPA prepared a
technical memorandum concerning ecological-based cleanup gods for the Site (Weston, 1997b), which
discussed the gpproach used to derive the site-specific sediment and marsh
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surface soils cleanup levels. Based on the weight of evidence gpproach discussed within this technical
memorandum, ER-Mswere chosen to establish sediment cleanup levelsfor cadmium, copper and zinc. This
weight-of-evidence evduation, dong with the results of the Ste-specific toxicity testing and fied
observations, indicates that the ER-M values for cadmium, copper, and zinc are protective for this Site.

2.7.4.1.15 O Connor Conclusion

Atlas Tack Corp. incor por atesby r efer encethe attached documents (technical comments
submitted by its consultants and informal comments submitted by it to EPA on or about July 2,
1998), its responses to EPA’s requests for information, and its other submissions to EPA
regarding designation of potentially responsible partiesat the Site.
EPA Response

EPA hasincluded dl materias (including attachments) received during the comment period as part
of the Adminigrative Record. In this Responsveness Summary, EPA is responding to al significant
comments. Below isEPA’ sresponseto the“ attached documents’ (technical comments submitted by Atlas
Tack’sconsultantsand informal comments submitted by Atlas Tack to EPA on or about July 2, 1998). The
other previous Atlas Tack submissons to EPA regarding designation of potentially responsible parties at
the Siteare not relevant to the selection of the Remedid Action, and as such, EPA will not respond to such
submissions. Likewise, EPA will not respond to Atlas Tack’ sresponsesto EPA’ srequestsfor information
because they are not rlevant to EPA’s remedy sdlection.
2.7.4.2 Rizzo Associates and Menzie-Cura Comments, dated February 19, 1999

Commernts on Proposed Cleanup Plan by Rizzo Associa tes, Inc. and Menzie-Cura &
Associates, Inc. with Appendices dated February 19, 1999

2.7.4.2.1 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 1.0 Preface
Preface - Listed out documentsreviewed for comment.
EPA Response
EPA has no comment on the preface.
2.7.4.2.2 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 2.0 Site Background and NPL Listing

Site background and NPL listing issuesincluded: State' srolein NPL listing; incorrect
HRS scoring; and cleanup delays caused by federal process.
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EPA Response

Notwithstanding the fact thet this Site was properly scored using the Hazard Ranking System and
properly listed on the NPL (see response to Comment 2.7.4.1.8), much of the information presented
(particularly dates) by Atlas Tack in this comment is inaccurate. EPA will not be respond to these
comments because they are not relevant to the sdlection of the remedy.
2.7.4.2.3 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 3.0 Introduction to Comments on Proposed Plan

Introduction to Comments on Proposed Plan: The major and overriding comment
concerning the EPA’ splan isthat thedata collected and analysisof that data do not reflect actual
conditions at the Site.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3t0 2.7.4.1.6.

2.74.2.3.1 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 3. O Introduction to Comment 1. 1

The draft human health risk assessment appeared to useincorrect valuesfor arsenicin
shellfish

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.1.

2.7.4.2.3.2 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 3.0 Introduction to Comment 1.2
Modeling used to estimate ecological risks was unrealistic.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.4.

2.7.4.2.3.3 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 3.0 Introduction to Comment 1.3

The risk analyss failed to properly account for naturally occurring (background
concentrations) metals.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.5.
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2.74.2.34 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 3.0 Introduction to Comment 1.4

Human Health Risk assessment wasbased on a single data point from within a manhole.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
2.74.2.35 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 3.0 Introduction to Comment 1.5

Atlas Tack sampled plants, clams, and groundwater as “reality checks.” The proposed
plan is based on risk estimates that do not represent actual site conditions and serioudy
over estimate therisks present.

EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.6 and 2.7.4.2.12.
2.7.4.2.4 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 4.0 Summary of Proposed Plan

Summary of Proposed Plan: The commentsinclude a summary of EPA’s proposed plan
incdluding ashort discussion of theninecriteriaused in selecting theremedy. The selected remedy
is not cost effective since “the no action alternative may not actually exceed the target risk
goals’ and sincethereisno environmental risk from the Site. The commenters state that they
have data which shows no evidence of contaminantsleaching from the soil into the groundwater .
Further the proposed excavation of the marsh would destroy the marsh area to address an
unknown sour ce.

EPA Response

The commenter inaccurately summarized the NCPs nine criteriafor the selection of aremedy-“time
to reach cleanup” is not one of the five primary baancing criteria, “cost” is abadancing criteria, and “ cost
effectiveness’ is not one of the two baancing criteria. 40 CFR 430(e)(9)(iii) & (f)(1)(i) set forth the two
threshold criteria, the five primary baancing criteria and the two modifying criteria, which were used to
evaduate and compare the remedid dternatives, including the selected remedy.

The commenter concludes as the result of its own groundwater sampling (January 1999) that the
leaching of contaminants from the existing soils into groundwater is not occurring, which means that there
IS no risk to the environment from this Site. As discussed in Response Number 2.7.4.1.6,Atlas Tack’s
groundwater sampling was inadequate; & the same time, it shows that the groundwater at this Site ill
poses an unacceptable risk to the environment.
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The commenter suggests that the “bioavailability sudy” and “excavation of the marsh sediments
...would beill advised and a odds with EPA policy " because the “excavation in the marsh area would
destroy habitat to remove contaminants froman unknown source.” The sdected remedy doesincludethe
excavation of contaminated sediments and soils from the wetlands, marsh and riverfront areas and thiswill
result in the short-tern destruction of these areas. The Ecological Risk Assessment shows that the existing
contamination causes adverse and unacceptable consequences to the ecological sendtive receptors
inhabiting the wetlands, marsh and riverfront areas and would continue to do so for the foreseeable future.
EPA evauated other aternatives to excavation, including no action, capping, and in-stu biodegradation,
and has determined that there are no other effective and practicable dternatives which would have less
impact on the wetlands, marsh and riverfront areas. The remedy requires that an extensive pre-design
sampling program be undertaken, including bioavailability studies, to avoid any unnecessary excavation,
and that a restoration program be implemented as part of the remedy. See Appendix E of ROD for
additiona information on the floodplains, wetlands and riverfront assessmen.

The commenter stated that “there were some significant errorsin the risk assessment assumptions
and methodology used to determine the need for remediation.” EPA disagrees with this statement. EPA
followed thereevant RI/FS guidances and utilized the standard assumptions and methodology in performing
the risk assessment. See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3 and 2.7.4.1.4 for more details regarding risk
assessment.

2.7.4.2.5 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 5.0 Comments on EPAs Question “Why is cleanup
needed?”’

Comments on EPA’s Question “Why is cleanup needed?”
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.2.5.1t0 2.7.4.2.5.5.
2.7.4.25.1 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment 5. 1.

EPA’srevised risk assessment concludesthat trespasser son the Sitearenot at risk from
contact with Site contaminants. EPA’srisk calculations associated with arsenic in shellfish are
guestionable.

EPA Response

EPA’ srisk assessment indicatesthat trespassersto the Siteare not at risk from direct contact from
Site contamination (See -Section VII. of the ROD). See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.1 regarding
arsenic in shdlfish.

In addition, Atlas Tack provided its own shdllfish sampling results which indicate that there



is no chemica-relaed hedth risk associated with Boys Creek and Marsh Area. It should be noted that is
impossible to determine the exact locations of the shellfish samples from the sampling photographs or site
map. Moreover, the Sampling Map has the shellfish being sampled in Buzzards Bay, not in Boys Creek.
The Site Photographs 5 and 6 suggest that the shdllfish were sampled in Boys Creek. Thetext in the Hard
Shel Clam Sampling Protocol states: “To accomplish thistask, a certified scubadiver collected hard shell
claims specimens from the mouth of Boys Creek. These samples duplicated the location of samples by
previous reviewers of the Site. Samples were aso taken in the waters a the reference Ste” Fird, it is
unclear who the “previous reviewers of the Site” are, since no references were presented in Atlas Tack’s
report. The locations EPA used for shellfish sampling are in Figure 2-6 of the Rl (Weston, 1995) and
indude locations north of the hurricane barrier (close to the contamination sources and in contaminated
sediments), a the mouth of Boys Creek (but not in Buzzards Bay), and in Girls Creek. The Atlas Tack
shdlfishlocations are gpparently in Buzzards Bay and did not seem to be near any of the Site contamination
sources nor any of the EPA sample locations. If a scuba diver was used to collect samples, it is unclear
from the information presented by Atlas Tack at what depth of water these samples were taken. If the
shellfish samples were taken at locations greet distances (in Buzzards Bay) from the sources of
contamination or contamination in Boys Creek, it would be expected that the shellfish would not be
contaminated, as Atlas Tack’ s sampling gpparently shows. Also, no sediment sampleswere presented (or
gpparently none were collected) to determine if the Atlas Tack shellfish samples were in areas that have
any contamination.

2.7.4.25.2 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment 5.2.

The ecological risk assessment isflawed because of the use of screening-level data and
asaresult risksareoverestimated. Also, Atlas Tack’ splant contaminant uptake sampling shows
that EPA overestimated risks by 2 to 3 orders of magnitude.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.4 and 2.7.4.1.6.

2.7.4.2.5.3 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment 5.3.

Atlas Tack’s January 1999 groundwater sampling shows that virtually all existing
concentrations of metalsin the groundwater are many timeslessthan the cleanup values.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.6

274254 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment 5.4.

Atlas Tack questions EPA's premise that contaminants leach from the site soils and
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migrate via the groundwater to the surface water bodies.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.6 and 2.7.4.1.9.1.3.

274255 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment 5.5.

EPA hasoverestimated risks because of the use of incorrect and/or outdated der mal soil
adherence factor sand gastr ointestinal (oral) absor ption factors. Because EPA’srisk calculation
was based upon a single high value, the removal of thisvalue from the calculation, by physically
removing it from the Site, would substantially reduce risks in the Commercial Area. Also,
assuming a concrete floor isinstalled (standard practicein industrial or commercial buildings),
thus will essentially remove the exposur e pathway.

EPA Response

EPA appropriately calculated therisks at this Site. The risk assessment was completed using the
latest EPA guidances and updated risk information as summarized in Section V1. of the ROD (Summary
of Site Risks). More detailson therisk factors used in the risk assessment can befoundin the Rl (Weston,
1995), FS (Weston, 1998b), and Technical Reports (Weston, 19973, 1998a, and 1998c). See Response
Number 2.7.4.1.3 for issue related to asingle high vaue. Since Atlas Tack has not indicated its plans for
its property, EPA cannot assume that there will be a concrete floor over any portion of the Site. Even if
Atlas Tack’s plans were devel oped, there are no assurancesthat any concrete floor would remainin place
inthefuture. Thus, EPA isjudtified in assuming aworker’ s potentia contact with contaminated soils at the
Site. Presently, the middle section of the main building is exposad to the dements, with the roof and walls
having been taken out in late 1998; the floor in this middle section is only partidly concrete.

2.74.2.6 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 6.0 Suggested Approach for Rehabilitating the Site

Suggested Approach for Rehabilitating the Site: In-situ capping in lieu of the proposed
remedy was not properly evaluated by EPA.

EPA Response

A number of different types of capswere consdered in the FS (Weston, 1998b) which would have
had varying success on limiting expasureto contaminants aswell as minimizing the mohility of contaminants
by limiting infiltration and erosion. Since some of the contaminated soils are located below the water table,
they will continue to serve as a contaminant source under any of the capping options. No capping options
were actudly included in any of the find FS dternatives, for which detailed analyses were performed,
because they would not have been effective in meeting the cleanup objectives and because capping in the
floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront areas would have
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had irreversble and permanent adverse consequences to these areas due to a permanent loss of wetland
habitat and flood storage capacity.

2.7.4.2.7 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 7.0 ARARs for Justification of Remedid Action
These comments are similar to Comment Numbers2.7.4.1.12.2.1t02.7.4.1.12.2.3.
EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.12.2.1t0 2.7.4.1.12.2.3.
2.7.4.2.8 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 8.0 Comments on the Risk Assessment
Atlas Tack’s comments on the Risk Assessment arein Appendix D.
EPA Response

See ResponseNumbers 2.7.4.2.11.7.2102.7.4.2.11.7.26, 2.7.4.2.11.8.1,and 2.7.4.2.11.8.2.1
t02.7.4.2.11.8.2.4.

2.7.4.2.9 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 9.0 Comments on the Draft FS
Commentson the Draft FSarein Appendix E.
EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.8.1 and 2.7.4.2.11.8.2.1 t0 2.7.4.2.11.8.2.4.
2.7.4.2.10 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - 10.0 Summary and Conclusion
The substance of most these commentsin thissection have been stated in other sections.
EPA Response

No response to previoudy stated comments is needed. See Response Number 2.7.4.2.10.1 for
response to additiona comments.

2.7.4.2.11 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - Appendix A July 1998 Comments

Appendix A included aletter from Kevin O’ Connor dated July 2, 1998 with the following
two memos. “ Comments of Dr. Charles A. Menzie, Update of Basedline Human Health Risk
Assessment and Development of Risk-Based Cleanup Levels” dated July 2,1998; and
“Comment Package, Atlas Tack Corporation,” dated February 17,1999, from Dr. Charles
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Menzie.
2.7.4.211.1 Kevin O Connor letter dated July 2, 1998

Thiscommenter’sletter coveredthe sameissuesashisletter of February 19, 1999 and
the two attached memorandums by Dr. Menzie (see following comments).

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.1 to 2.7.4.1.15 and Response Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.2.1 to
27.4211824.

2.7.4.211.2.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #1

The Atlas Tack Siteisan industrial property with contaminated media smilar to other
indugtrial properties. It hasbecomea Superfund sitedueto scoring that isunreated to thetypes
of risks that the site actually posesto health and the environment. The Site scored sufficiently
hightobeplaced on theNational PrioritiesList becauseof thegroundwater pathway toadrinking
water well. Neither the drinking water sour cenor the pathway from the Sitetoit exist. Thus, the
basisfor ranking the Site asan NPL siteisinconsistent with thepotential risk actually posed by
the Site.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.8.
2.7.4.2.11.2.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #2

The Atlas Tack Site has many features that qualify it as a potential Brownfleld Site.
However, the Superfund process currently preventsassessor sfrom looking at thissitein terms
of focused redevelopment.
EPA Response

The primary goa of CERCLA isto clean up Stes. In order for a Site to be developed it must be
cleaned up, that is, a Sit€'s risks to human hedth and the environment must be addressed, even as a
Brownfidd site. EPA and DEP encourage development of sites, and will be interested in working with the
Atlas Tack Corp. on any development plansit hasfor this Site that are cons stent with the cleanup specified
in the ROD.
2.7.4.2.11.2.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998- Primary Comment #3

Thereis public concern regarding the site because of the presence of contaminantsthat
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are well-recognized by the lay person and are, therefore, of concern. These compoundsinclude
arsenic and cyanide among other metals and or ganic chemicals. However, someof these metals
are actually present at natural levels and the risk analysis fails to properly account for the
natur ally occurring concentrations of these compounds.

EPA Response

ItisEPA policy to evauaterisk posed by site contamination and those posed by naturally occurring
compoundsin order to present acomprehens ve understanding of the nature and magnitude of risk to public
health. However, EPA makes an important distinction between site contamination and naturally occurring
contamination in the establishment of deanup goas. AsMenzie-Curanotes, the cleanup god identified for
arsenic indde the building in Table 2-3 of the FS was st at the background level on the property asthe
risk-based concentration was bel ow background. This approach isin keeping with the NCP as EPA does
not seek to clean up contamination below levels which would be expected naturdly at this Site.

2.7.4.211.2.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #4

The methodology used in EPA’srisk assessment hasled site managers at EPA and the
publictoreach conclusionsthat do not properly account for the actual locations of contamination
and the risk that they pose. Thisis in part a consequence of applying a risk assessment
procedure that does not focus on actual sources and their distribution around the ste. Risksto
people that might utilize adjacent areas have been calculated incorrectly and convey a false
impression about potential hazards and risksto the aver age per son that might visit areas near
the site and perhaps eat shellfish from those ar eas.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.6 and 2.7.4.2.11.3.4 for shellfish.
2.7.4.2.11.2.5 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #5

The conceptual modé of sour ces, fateand transport and eventually receptorsisnot well
developed for the site and ther e ar e misconceptions about sour cesand thefateand transport of
contaminants. Asaresult, the proposed remedial measur eshave not included methodsthat would
be effective at eliminating exposure and enabling the site to be put into productive use in a
cost-effective manner.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.6, 2.7.4.1.9.1.3, and 2.7.4.1.9 2.
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2.7.4.2.11.2.6 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #6

The methodology is* cookbook,” failing to consider site-specific factor sand thusfailsto
characterizetruerisk at thesite,

EPA Response

While the commenter believes portions of public health risk assessments were “cookbook” in
approach, we sought to use asmuch site specific information possible. For example, at thisSite, input from
severd public meetings with the neighbors from the surrounding area formed the basis for the future land
use a the site (commercid vs. resdentia). Certainly Menzie-Cura Associates is aware of the enormous
impact thisland use decision had on the basdline human hedlth risk and resulting remedy. For example, had
resdentia land use been deemed appropriate for the ste itself, then considerably more data (down to a
depth of 10 feet or s0) on subsurface contamination and resulting risk would have factored into the human
hedlth risk assessment and potentid remedid dternatives.

In addition, actud fish and shdlfish samples were collected rather than grict reliance on fish and
shdlfishmodd predictionsregarding the extent of contamination thet is often acharacteristic of “ cookbook”
dyle risk assessments. As fate and trangport models often have smplifying (conservative) assumptions
inherent in them, it isfdt that efforts made to obtain actud Ste-specific data greetly enhanced this portion
of the risk assessment and helped reduce the uncertainty regarding human hedlth risk posed by the
consumption of contaminated biota.

Because EPA under the CERCLA process must assess both current and future potentia risksto
human hedth and the environment, EPA must rely on assumptions for behaviors that may take place at
some point in the future. As such, EPA typicdly does utilize default exposure assumptions where such
assumptions make sense to use. For example, specific exposure assumptions regarding magnitude and
frequency of contact with contaminated media were based on default exposure assumptions. In addition,
EPA has been responsive to commentsthat haveindicated it would be more gppropriate to use Site specific
factors. For example, it should be noted that the default value used for the worker’s soil adherence rate
(0.08 mg/en?) used in the “Revised Draft of the Update of the Basdline Human Hedlth Risk Assessment
and Development of Cleanup Levels’ (Weston, 1998c) as well as in the establishment of cleanup levels
reflect a sgnificant reduction from the value previoudy assigned to the default soil adherence rate (1
mg/cn¥) to address the concern that the exposure was overestimated [ page specific comment on page 14
of 16 Feb. 17,1999 made in reference to comments on page 2-12 (Table 2- 10) of the “Update of
Basdine Human Hedth Risk Assessment and Development of Risk-Based Cleanup Levels’ (Weston,
19984).

2.7.4.211.2.7 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #7
Commercial Arearequirement for cleanup isbased on a single data point from a sewer

cover (this calculation is based on a repair person climbing into the manhole cover everyday-
unlikely).
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EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
2.7.4.2.11.2.8 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #3

Cleanup calculationsfor the sedimentsarebased on several incorrect assumptionsabout
arsenic behavior in the environment and exposure.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.4.
2.7.4.2.11.2.9 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Primary Comment #9

Several of thechemicalslisted as” site-related,” most notably DDT and other pesticides,
were not used in the Atlas Tack manufacturing processes.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.5.

2.7.4.2.11.3.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #1

Contaminant concentrations (including ar senic) in shellfish appear to be misrepresented
as derived from wet weight measurements when, in fact, they are derived from dry weight
measur ements.

EPA Response

The Update of Basdine Human Hedth Risk Assessment (Weston, 1998a) was revised in a
supplement to the update (Weston, 1998c) based on commentsreceived from Atlas Tack after the FSwas
findized. The calculated human risk from shellfish ingestion did drop from 7.4 x 10* to 1.45 x 10*
(Carcinogenic Risk) and 4.0 to 0.8 (Tota Hazard Index). While shdlfish ingestion till poses an
unacceptable human hedlth carcinogenic risk (see Section VII. Summary of Site Risks in the ROD),
sediment cleanup levelsfor shellfishing were not separately established. The sdlected remedy’ s excavation
of sediments from Boys Creek and adjacent marsh areas to ecologicdly protective levels, however, will
aso mean that the human hedith risk from the ingestion of shdllfish posed by this Site will be diminated.

2.7.7.4.2.11.3.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #2

Background concentrations of compoundsin the area are not considered and cleanup
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goals areoften lessthan theregional background. EPA appear sto be unawar e of the effect that
New Bedford Harbor hashad on areawide metalscontamination. Thisisoneof the classic cases
of metals pollution and has been documented in textbooks. Several facilities on the Acushnet
River and harbor arebédieved to beresponsiblefor metal-contaminated sedimentsin the harbor
and adjacent BuzzardsBay. The area wide metal contamination wasreported on extensively as
part of the New Bedford Harbor Superfund Site but was first documented extensively by
Summerhayeset al. (1977). They observed that:

Wastes rich in metal are discharged into the waters at the head of the [New
Bedford] harbor, and rapidly becomefixed in the bottom sediment throughout the harbor.
Together, copper, chromium and zinc, the three main contaminant metals, locally form
mor e than one percent of the dry weight of harbor sediments. The metals are located in
the very fine silt and clay fractions of the sediment They migrate slowly out of the
harbor...and appear to spread out over portions of Buzzards Bay in a carpet 10-20 cm
thick.

EPA Response

With respect to lead, zinc, and DDT for soils (0 to 2 feet depth), the higher of Site or area
background concentrations were selected for cleanup goas both in the Proposed Plan (see Table 2-5in
FS) and ROD (see Table 14). EPA has considered the background concentrations of contaminants, and
EPA has not set cleanup goals below the Site or area background soil concentrations.

EPA does not agree that the New Bedford Harbor Site has an effect on the contamination at the
Atlas Tack Site. Thefinad FS completed in 1990 for the New Bedford Harbor Site does not indicate that
thereis“acarpet 10-20 cm thick” spread out over portions of Buzzards Bay. This FSindicates that there
iswide-spread contamination of PCBs and metalswithin New Bedford Harbor north of the New Bedford
hurricane barrier and at certain sewer discharge points (e.g. Cornell plant and New Bedford City sewage
outfdl) directly into Buzzards Bay south of the New Bedford hurricane barrier. The New Bedford Harbor
ROD, dated September 1998, is based on PCB contamination, not metals. Thereis no evidence that the
PCBs nor metas from the NBH Site migrated to the Atlas Tack Site in any amount to impact the Atlas
Tack Site risks. The Atlas Tack Site data indicates the opposite - that the contamination from the Atlas
Tack Siteisimpacting Buzzards Bay. The Atlas Tack Site data shows a generd and significant decrease
in contamination concentration in Boys Creek toward the Fairhaven hurricane barrier, and smilarly the
contamination concentration is Sgnificantly less once it reaches Buzzards Bay.

A review of the data of the Atlas Tack Site RI indicates that there were no PCBs detected in the
sediments of Boys Creek at the Site and downstream of the Site (See Figure 4-19 of the RI, Weston
1995). There were very low levels (al levels detected were significantly below 1 mg/kg) of PCBs
(Arochlor 1254) detected more than 500 feet upstream (north and east) of the Site boundary. The
source(s) of these PCBs are unclear. But it seems unlikely that the source of these PCBs were

A-52



from the New Bedford Harbor Site, snce the New Bedford Harbor Site primarily has amixture of PCB
Arochlors (mostly 1242, with some 1252, 1254, and 1016), which would not separate into just into
Arochlor 1254.

The type of PCB foundin the Atlas Tack Site soilswas Arochlor 1260, which has not been found
typicaly at the New Bedford Harbor Site. Thelevels of PCBs (Arochlor 1260) detected range from 0.28
mg/kg to 36 mg/kg in the former building area and from 0.82 mg/kg to 260 mg/kg in the Solid Waste and
Debris Area (see Figures 4-1 and 4-7 in the RI, Weston, 1995). Based upon this data, we can only
conclude that the PCBs found at the Atlas Tack Site did not originate from the New Bedford Harbor Site
nor any other place but the Site.

2.7.4.2.11.3.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #3

Arsenic levels in shdlfish from the site are comparable to arsenic concentrations in
shdllfish throughout New England.

EPA Response

EPA has not attempted to verify this statement. The point ismoot sinceit iISEPA’spolicy to report
arisk to human hedth regardiess of the source and since none of the cleanup is predicated on attaining any
arsenic sediment cleanup goas. However, Since arsenic coexids in Ste sediments with the contaminants
whichdrive therisk and remedy, we may see areduction arsenic levelsin the shellfish upon completion of
the remediation.

2.7.4.2.11.3.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #4
Theform of arsenicin shelfish isnot considered to pose a health risk to humans.
EPA Response

Acting inaconsarvative manner and in the absence of shdllfish datareveding theform of thearsenic
(organic vs. inorganic), in the human hedlth risk assessment, EPA made the smplifying assumption thet the
arsenic present in shdlfish was in the inorganic sate. While aware that some of the arsenic in the shellfish
may have been present in an organic form (whichisgenerdly regarded aslesstoxic than inorganic arsenic),
EPA does not believe the assumption made was ingppropriate for the purpose of evaluating risk to human
hedlth nor more importantly to the chosen remedy since:

1. In choosing the selected remedy for the Site, it was not a primary objective of EPA to reduce
potential human hedth risk posed by theingestion of arsenicin shdlfish obtained from the study area. While
the basdline human hedlth risk evauation revedled the potentia for marginally unacceptable human hedlth
risks posed by the consumption of shellfish due in large part to the arsenic levels detected, numerous
uncertaintiesin the risk estimate were aso identified including alimited number of samples, uncertainty in
shellfish consumption rates and bioavailability. Based on
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these factors and the magnitude of the human hedlth risk projected, EPA did not identify a cleanup leve
for arsenic in shellfish, sediments, nor surface waters in the study area.

However, EPA did find unacceptable risk to ecologica receptors throughout the Boys Creek
Marsh and adjacent upland areas. (It should be noted that arsenic was not identified asmagjor contributor
to the unacceptable ecologica risk leve). Mitigation of potentid ecological risks posed by compounds
(other than arsenic), thus served as the primary remedia objective for Boys Creek sediments. EPA
anticipates that while remedia efforts have been targeted on compounds other than arsenic in the Boys
Creek Marsh areg, they will indirectly result in reductionsin arsenic concentrations and any potentiad human
hedlth and ecologica risk the arsenic may pose.

2. Inevauating risk in the CERCLA context, EPA quantitates potentia risk in a conservative
manner such that the true risk falls below that estimated. In quantitating risk, often assumptions must be
made in the absence of complete knowledge or data. Faced only with andytica data indicating the tota
amount of arsenic present in the shdllfish from the study area, EPA acted conservetively in assuming that
100% of the arsenic present in the shdlfish was in the inorganic form so as to not underestimate the
magnitude of potential risk. EPA believes it would have been ingppropriate to assume otherwise in the
absence of datareveding theform of the arsenic (organic vs. inorganic) Snce astudy by reseerchersinthe
Netherlands (Vaessen HA, Van Ooik A. 1989. “ Speciation of arsenic in Dutch tota diets: Methodology
and Results,” Z. Lebensm Unters Forsch 189:232-235.) has shown that as much as 41% of the total
arsenic in seefood maybe present in the inorganic form. Menzie-Cura s suggestion that EPA assume none
of the arsenic to be in the inorganic form (essentidly eiminating it fromthe risk assessment) would not be
consarvative asit may result in an underestimate of the actud risk. In the absence of Ste-specific data, EPA
believes it would have been inappropriate for a CERCLA risk assessment to assume that none of the
asnic in shelfish wasin the inorganic form.

2.7.4.2.11.3.5 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #5

Theanalysesdo not include a hot spot analysis. The result is that single high samples
drivetherisk.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
2.7.4.2.11.3.6 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #6

For several of the chemicalsthat are driving risk issues at the site (most notably the
pesticides and per haps also metalsin the marsh) the site isunlikely to be the sour ce.



EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.5.

2.7.4.2.11.3.7 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #7
Modeling in place of actual sampling servestoo great arolein the assessment.

EPA Response

Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.4 and 2.7.4.1.6's provide some of the details on the data collection
effortswhich support the selected remedy (moreinformation can befound inthe RI [Weston, 1995]). EPA
contends that the modeling used in the development of the risk assessments and other supporting
documents are typical of Superfund studies and appropriate for this Site, and that the data collected fully
support the conclusions of these assessments.

2.7.4.2.11.3.8 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #8

Risk assessors applied a higher acceptable risk benchmark (10 cancer risk) to locate
areas requiring remediation and calculate the cleanup goalsusing a (100 fold) lower benchmark
(10°® cancer risk). Theresult will be‘clean’ areas surrounded by dirtier areas. Standard practice
inrisk assessment isto screen sitesusing highly conservativerisk targetsand then to modify to
less conservative, but still health protective targets if the screening analysis indicates such
modificationisneeded. For example, the M CP uses10°risk asa screen, but uses10°risk asan
ultimate cumulativerisk target. For thissite, the opposite approach was used.

EPA Response

EPA uses the generd 10" to 10°° risk range as atarget range within which the Agency strivesto
manage humanhealth risksasapart of Superfund Cleanup. Once adecision has been madeto take action,
the Agency has expressed a preference for cleanups achieving the more protective of therisk range (i. e
10°). The 10° risk level was used asapoint of departurefor determining remediation goasin keeping with
Section 300.430(e)(2)(i) of the NCP.

This approach is exactly how EPA typically makes the key decisions as to whether or not asite
warrants remediation and if so, how much remediation is warranted. EPA Region | acted in accordance
with OSWER Directive 9355.0-30 of April 1991 (Role of the Basdline Risk Assessment in Superfund
Remedy Sdection Decisions) which sates that where the cumulative carcinogenic Sterisk to an individua
based on reasonable maximum exposurefor either the current or futureland use exceeds 104, aCERCLA
actionisgeneraly warranted. In keeping with this same directive and the NCP, once the decision has been
made to take an action, EPA has astrong preference for achieving cleanups at the more protective end of
therisk range, i.e. 10°°. Consequently, 10° is used to guide
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the selection of gppropriate cleanup levels for compounds exhibiting carcinogenic potentia.

While cleanup levels corresponding to other risk levels (e.g. 10*, 10°) have been caled for by
Dr. Menzie, these target risk levels not only do not meet EPA’ s preference for achieving cleanups at the
more protective end of the risk range, but aso due to the presence of multiple compounds, are not likely
to meet the MA DEP cumulative risk target of 10°.

2.7.4.2.11.3.9 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #9

The ecological risk assessment and clean-up levelsfor target metals (cadmium, copper,
and zinc) are based on NOAA’s ER-M s which, although useful for screening, are not intended
to be used as cleanup levels without careful consideration.” The * strong binding capacity” of
anaerobic sediments in marine or marsh environments essentially make the metals
“unavailable.” Theuseof theER-Mscould thereforeresult in theunnecessary destruction of the
mar sh.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.14. Also, apre-design bicavailability study will be performed to
determine the appropriate amount of wetland remova and to avoid, to the extent practicable, the
unnecessary destruction of any wetland. The bicavailability study will likely include datafrom the chemica
sources, chemicd digribution (including transformetion), and spatid-tempora distributions of key
receptors. Specific assessment tools to measure or estimate bioavailability may include: sediment, pore
water and overlying water concentrations, SEM; AVS and organic carbon concentrations; tissue
concentrations, biomarkers; fate and transport models;, and food chain models (Ingersoll, 1997). See
Section XI.C.1.a of the ROD for further information on the bicavailability sudy to be done during the

remedy.
2.7.4.2.11.3. 10.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #10

A number of soil to groundwater to surface water relationships have been invoked as a
basis for reducing risks of biota in marshes and in adjacent surface waters. All of these
relationships should be reviewed along with the benefits of proposed remedial actions. Again,
some aspects of the ecological and human healthrisk assessmentsfor mar sh and surfacewater
environments appear incorrect. Also the following issueswere raised: 1) DDT and diedrin are
risk drivers' but are not likely to be ste related; 2) in Table 2-12 of the FS, only a small
per centage of samplesactually contain detectableamountsof tar get chemicals, 3) themetalsand
cyanide concentrations reported are probably on a total rather than dissolved bass, thus
over estimating actual exposure.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.2.11.3.10.2 and 2.7.4.1.5. Also, Atlas Tack indicated that this
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section was a review of the “Update of Basdine Human Health Risk Assessment and Development of
Risk-Based Cleanup Levels,” (Weston, 1998a) and Draft FS (dated April 20,1998). The Draft FS does
not have a Table 2-12. Table 2-12 in the updated risk assessment (Weston, 1998a) does not concern
“target chemicas.” Thus, EPA cannot respond to the commenter’ s comment regarding “ Table 2-12.”

2.7.4.2.11.3.10.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated July 2, 1998 - Specific Comment #11

We suggest that an assessment bemadethat usesactual groundwater concentrationsand
evaluates the potential risks groundwater discharge poses to surface waters. The risk
assessment hasnot adequately evaluated thisand it isunclear how the proposed soil remediation
would benefit or reduceriskstomarsh or surfacewater environments. The SSL method used for
the Site appearsto be an inappropriate approach for deriving dean-up levels for protection of
mar shand marinebiota. (“SSL” wasnot defined by the commenter, but EPA isassuming* SSL”
issmilar to the*” Soil L eaching Concentration” used in the modeling in the FS))

EPA Response

Asdiscussed in this ROD, the sdlected remedy is based on the existence of unacceptable risksto
human hedth and the environment at the Site, including wetlands and marsh sediments but not Site surface
waters. The data supporting this determination is contained in the Rl (Weston, 1995) and the subsequent
Risk Assessment, and includes samplesfrom the Ste soils, sediments, groundwater and surfacewater. This
data clearly demondrates the existence of a completed contaminant migration pathway from the
contaminated soils in the source aress to the groundwater via leaching, and then, to the wetland/marsh
sediments via groundwater flow and transport. (Additionally, the potentia for the existence of such a
pathway iscommonly accepted and well documented in the hazardous waste management and remediation
field.) Cleanup levelsfor the “ source ar€’ soils were derived from amodd of this pathway, as discussed
in the FS (Weston, 1998b), and will result in the achievement and maintenance of protective levelsin the
wetlands and marsh sediments. There is no aspect of the remedy which directly relates to the cleanup of
gte surface water dthough the remedy will likely have a beneficid effect on the surface water. Also see
Response Number 2.7.4.1.6.

2.7.4.2.11.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - General Overview
Section I: General Overview
EPA Response

No response is needed.
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2.7.4.211.5.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Section 11: Primary Comment #1

Thisissame comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.1.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.1.8.

2.7.4.2.11.5.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #2
Thisissame comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.2.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.2.

2.7.4.2.11.5.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #3
Thisissame comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.3.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.3.

2.7.4.2.11.5.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #4
Thisissame comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.4.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.4.

2.7.4.2.11.5.5 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #5
Thisis same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.5.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.5.

2.7.4.211.5.6 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #6

Thisismainly the same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.6 and 2.7.4.1.9.2.
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EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.6 and 2.7.4.1.9.2.
2.7.4.2.11.5.7 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #7

In several cases, therisk estimatesreflect avery small number of data points. Thislead
to an inappropriate remedial decison. The Commercial Area cleanup is based on a single data
point from a sewer cover.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
2.7.4.2.11.5.8 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #3

Thisis same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.8.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.2.8.
2.7.42.11.5.9.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #9.1

Several of the chemicalsaredriving risk issues at the site (most notably the pesticides
and perhaps also metalsin the marsh) are unlikely to be the source. DDT and other pesticides
were not used in the processat the Atlas Tack manufacturing oper ation but wer ewidely used for
mosquito control in mar shes.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.5.
2.7.4.211.5.9.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #9.2

EPA appearsto be unawar e of the effect that the New Bedford Harbor has had on area
wide metals contamination.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.2.
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2.7.4.2.11.5.9.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Primary Comment #9.3

No consider ation of the potential rolethat other sourcesmay have had in influencing the
levels of metals.

EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.5 and 2.7.4.2.11.3.2.

2.74.2.11.6.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Section I11: Detailed Comment #1
Thisis same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.1.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3. 1.

2.7.4.2.11.6.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #2

The cyanide level in one soft shell clams is suspected of being based on dry not wet
weight, which changes the concentration.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3. 1.
2.7.4.2.11.6.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #3
Thisissame comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.2.
EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.5. and 2.7.4.2.11.3.2.
2.7.4.2.11.6.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #4
Thisismainly the same as Comment Numbers2.7.4.2.11.3.3and 2.7.4.2.11.3.1.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.3.3and 2.7.4.2.11.3. 1.
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2.7.4.2.11.6.5 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #5

Thisismainly the same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.4.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.3.4.
2.7.4.2.11.6.6 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #6

This is mainly the same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.5. EPA’s analysis does not
include a hot spot analysis, e.g., therisk for thecommer cial ar eawasbased on one sample, with
high car cinogenic PAH concentration (location 411-S001), belowthefloor of thebuilding. If this
sample wer e excluded and treated as a localized hot spot, theresultant risk for the commercial
areawould fall within the acceptablerisk range. This should be givenadditional thought before
proceeding with a site wide soil remediation plan based on a single sample that appears
unrepresentative of Site soils.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3 and 2.7.4.2.11.3.5.
2.7.4.2.11.6.7 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #7

Thisismainly the same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.5.9.1.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.5.
2.7.4.2.11.6.8 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #8

Ironisarisk driver for the meadow vole and the great blue heron; however, the risk
assessment does not consider that iron isa naturally occurring macronutrient.

EPA Response

EPA is required to assess (as it did for this Site) the risk from al chemicals a a ste. Aniron
cleanup god was not established because iron is naturally occurring and impractical to clean up.

2.7.4.2.11.6.9 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #9

Thisismainly the same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.7. Modeling in place of actual
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sampling servestoo great arolein the assessment rather than collecting site specific data such
as specific plant tissues.

EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.4 and 2.7.4.1.6.
2.7.4.211.6.10 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #10
Thisismainly the same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.8. A logical disconnect exists
betweentherisk assessment and the calculation of risk-based cleanup levels. Theuseof 10°the
basis for the cleanup levels will result in “clean areas surrounded by dirtier areas’. More
consider ation should have been given in the FSto the use of levels based 10° and 10° risks.
EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.8.
2.7.4.2.11.6.11 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #11
Thisisthe same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.9.
EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.14.
2.7.4.2.11.6.12 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment # 12
Thisisthe same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.10.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.10.
2.7.4.2.11.6.13 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Detailed Comment #13

Groundwater issues wer e presented, such asthe limitation of the Kd values and factors
influencing the transfer of chemicals from the soil to groundwater to surface water to aquatic
organisms. Thedevelopment of tar get soil concentrationsin the FS, based on chemicalsmigrating
from ste soilsto the creek surface water, hasthe following limitations: 1) the Kd values should
be calculated based on co-located samplesto avoid outliersand 2) basing the overall sitecleanup
on a collection of assumptionsfor thiscomplicate pathway isinappropriatewithout moredetailed
analysis. An evaluation of surface water and sediment concentrations in on-site and off-site
locations suggeststhat chemicals from the site (specifically, copper and
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zinc but not cyanide) are elevated asaresult of site conditions. Whether the elevated levels of
certain chemicals such as copper and zinc are asa result of the soil-groundwater -sur face water
pathway isnot clear.

EPA Response

There were some limitation to the Kd (soil sorption coefficient) values. However, the Kd values
were spot checked based upon soil and groundwater data. There were very few “co-located” samples,

and the spot Kd varied widely acrossthe Site. The check for the assumptionsisthe andysis of the surface
water quality during periods of low flow/low dilution (i.e. dry wegther, low tide). Metds and cyanide are
present in the surface water and fish during “normal” conditions, and based upon the Rl (Weston, 1995)
data, are expected to be present at levels exceeding the AWQC. See Response Number 2.7.4.1.9.1.3
regarding soil-groundwater surface water pathway.
2.74.2.11.7 Dr. Menzie Memo, dated February 17,1999, Comments on “Update of Basdaline Human
Hedlth Risk Assessment and Development of Risk-Based Cleanup Levels’ (Weston, 1998b)-
Section VI: Page Specific Comments
2.7.4.2.11.7.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #1

Table of Contents does not have a section on uncertainties.
EPA Response

The uncertainty discussonisin Section 6.3.5 of the Rl (Weston, 1995).
2.7.4.2.11.7.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #2

Page 1-1, paragraph 2: Risk changesdueto changesin exposur eassumptionsand toxicity
guidance only estimate therisk change, the actual risk remainsthe same.

EPA Response
EPA agreesthat the actud risk remains the same.
2.7.4.2.11.7.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #3

Page 1-1: Different soil samples were combined (0-2 ft vs. 0-8 ft). Some information on
the impact would be useful.

EPA Response

Section 2.2.1 (page 2-2) of the “Update of Basdine Human Hedth Risk Assessment and
Development of Risk-Based Cleanup Leves’ (Weston, 1998b) has more information regarding the
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evaluation of soil depth used for the risk assessment. The report states that “the O to 2-ft depth was
evauated since it was assumed that the maintenance worker would only contact surficid soils”

2.7.4.2.11.7.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #4

Page 2-2: The use of 0-2 ft samples because these surficial soils could be contacted
appearsto conflict with the use of samplesfrom under a building that generally has a concrete
floor.
EPA Response

None of the samplesin the RI (Weston, 1995) were obtained from under the concretefloor. Also,
pavement is not viewed by EPA as a barrier to exposure over the long-term. As such, it is customary
practice to utilize data obtained from below paved areas in assessing future potentia risk. See Response
Number 2.7.4.2.5.5 for more information.
2.7.4.2.11.7.5 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #5

Page 2-5: Use of asingle PAH sample had an adver seimpact on EPA’srisk assessment.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3.
2.7.4.2.11.7.6 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #6

Page 2-7: Thebenefit of arbitrarily eiminating six of the non-detect samplesin order that
the UCL belessthan the maximum value isnot clear.

EPA Response

The standard practice by EPA in risk assessment calculaionsis to eiminate non-detect samples.
2.7.4.2.11.7.7 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #7

Page 2-7: UCLsfor PAHs are based on a single hot spot.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
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2.7.4.2.11.7.8 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #8

Page 2-8: DDT and didldrin are principal contributors torisk in surfacewater, but these
chemicalsarenot likely to be site-related.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.5.
2.7.4.2.11.7.9 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #9

Page 2-13: Thereisno discussion of theimplication of useof singleDDT sampleon risk
calculations.

EPA Response

EPA followed standard risk assessment guidances regarding the calculation of risk (see Response
Number 2.7.4.1.3).

2.7.4.2.11.7.10 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #10

Page 2-14: The use of chemicals with very low frequency of detection and no site
relevanceis questionable.

EPA Response
See Response Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.7.9 and 2.7.4.1.5.
2.7.4.2.11.7.11 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #11

Page 2-15. The number of detected valuesisnot listed for sediments. It is also unclear
how the mean values wer e calculated and it isnoted that many are estimated “J” values.

EPA Response

The numbers of detected vaues for sediments are listed on Tables 1.8 and 1.9 in the Rl Weston,

1995). An explanation of the calculation of the mean vauesisin Section 6.2.3 of the RI. Section 6.2.3
statesin part: “ The arithmetic mean was cd culated for contaminants of concernin each medium by summing
the sample results and dividing by the number of sample locations. If a chemica was reported as a
non-detect in asamplefor asample set with detectsor “J’ vaues, it was assumed to be present at one-half
of the limit of detection for that sample.” An explandtion of the caculation of the and use of “J’ vauesis
in Section 6.2.2 of the RI. Section 6.2.2 states in part: “All data qudified by a single flag of “J" were
assumed to be vdid. Datamay be aqualified “J’ if they
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are identified below the contract required quantitation limits, if holding times are exceeded, it indrument
cdibration was found to be outsde of control limits, or for severd other reasons outlined in EPA data
validation guidance documents. Data flagged with a“UJ’ or “NJ’ were consdered non-detects.”
2.7.4.2.11.7.12 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #12

Page 2-17 (Table 2-7): The average value reported for several chemicals exceed the
maximum value listed.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
2.7.4.2.11.7.13 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #13
Page 2-20 (Table 2-9): Ingestion rate, exposure duration, and exposure frequency for
maintenance worker seem reasonable; but in combination represent an substantial
over estimation of exposure.
EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3..
2.7.4.2.11.7.14 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #14
Similar comment to Number 2.7.4.2.11.7.13.
EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.

2.7.4.2.11.7.15 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #15

Page 2-22: Thedescription of the development of soil ingestion rateisunclear but appears
toresult in a high value.

EPA Response

The description of the development of the soil ingestion rates are in the EPA risk guidances, see
Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
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2.7.4.2.11.7.16 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #16

Page 2-23: Dermal absor ption factors do not account for decreased bioavailability with
timeand are overly conservative.

EPA Response

EPA’s Human Hedth Risk Assessment Guidance does not include the consderation of changes
inbicavalability over time. It may betruethat aging of apollutant in the environment can influenceits ability
to be absorbed by humans via the dermd route of exposure; however, in some cases this may enhance
absorption, while in other casesinhibit absorption of the contaminant. EPA does not believe that there is
auffident published literature on this phenomenon that would support departing from the current approach
used to evaluate human hedth risk viaderma exposure.
2.7.4.2.11.7-17 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #17

Page 2-24: The discussion of Table 2-12 fails to note that only a small percentage of
samples collected actually contained detectable amounts of tar get chemicals.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.10.1.
2.7.4.2.11.7.18 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #18

Page 2-24: Theshdlfish ingestion rate appear sreasonablebut therationalefor thevalue
isnot provided.

EPA Response

The shellfish ingestion rate of 54 g/day was obtained from the EPA guidance “Human Hedth
Evauation Manua Supplementa Guidance, Standard Default Exposure Factors,” March 1991.

2.7.4.2.11.7.19 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #19

Page 2-25: Individual exposur efactor s seem reasonable but collectively, the valuesmake
little sense. What arethe children doing that resultsin 4500 cm? of skin exposurefor 2.6 hr s/day
for 10 years?

EPA Response

EPA followed standard risk assessment guidances regarding the cal culation of risk (see Response
Number 2.7.4.1.3).
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2.7.4.2.11.7.20 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #20

Page 2-36: Risk to maintenance workers exceeds 10 based on single sample. Also,
cookbook approach to risk assessment and lack of uncertainty resulted in inappropriate
conclusions.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3 and 2.7.4.2.11.2.6.
2.7.4.211.7.21 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #21

Page 2-37: Risks arelower than expected for Surface Water Pathway Table 2-18.

EPA Response

EPA followed standard risk assessment guidances regarding the calculation of risk (see Response
Number 2.7.4.1.3).

2.7.4.2.11.7.22 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #22

Page 2-38: Much of risk estimated is based on a single elevated PAH sample. Also,
estimated exposureresulted in an unlikely overestimation of actual risk.

EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.1.3.
2.7.4.2.11.7.23 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #23
Thisisthe same comment as Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.4.
EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.4.
2.74.2.11.7.24 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #24
Page 3-3: Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factors(BSAFs) arenoted asbased on empirical
data. It is more appropriate to note that the empirical data used as the basis for the value is

extremely limited. The use of literature values to at least confirm the empirical results is
essential. (Thiscomment relatesto sediment cleanup levelsfor shellfish ingestion risks.)
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EPA Response

Sediment cleanup levels based on shdllfish ingestion by humans were not selected in the Proposed
Plan nor in the Selected Remedy. See Section X1.B. of the Sdected Remedy for a discussion regarding
sediment cleanup levels.

2.7.4.2.11.7.25 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #25

Page 3-7: Cleanup levelsfor lead in soil for adults can be higher than 600 mg/kg.

EPA Response

The 600 mg/kg cleanup levd is based on EPA’s modd for the evaluation of risk associated
with an adult exposure to lead in soil. This vaue is based on ste specific soil ingestion rates to provide
adequate protection of a fetus, rather than exposure of a female, since the fetus is believed to be more
sengtive to adverse effects of lead than an adult. In managing risk from lead, EPA drives
o achievefetd blood lead levels below 10 ug/dl.

2.7.4.211.7.26 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #26

Page 3-9 (Table 3-4) The listed Risk Based Clean-Up Goals (RBCs) are very low,
generally below rural background levels. RBCscan becertainly below background in some cases,
but the presence of so many low values suggest additional refinement of therisk assessment is
needed.

EPA Response

The Risk Based Clean-up Gods (which arein Table 3-6 on page 3-9, not Table 3-4) were
calculated based on cancer risk of 1 x 10°. The risk assessment was updated in September of 1998
Weston, 1998c). EPA sdlected cleanup goals based (see Table 13 of the ROD) upon this updated risk
assessment and believes that these goa are protective of acommercid worker in the commercia area

2.7.4.2.11.8.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17,1999 Comments on Draft Feasibility Study by
Weston, April 20, 1998 - Page Specific Comment #1

Page 2-17: Comparison with background is very limited, consisting of comparison with
three site-specific values and with the 50" percentile concentration from the MADEP rural
background data set.

EPA Response

Since the Site background data set is small, use of the rura background data set is adequate
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for comparison purposes sincethe rura background data set are based on alarge data set, asstated in the
Draft FS (dated April 1998).

2.7.4.2.11.8.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #2
Tables 2-3t0 2-10: Cleanup goals are subject to a host of problems.

EPA Response
See Responses Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.8.2.1t0 2.7.4.2.11.8.2.4.

2.7.4.211.8.2.1 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #2.1

No background concentrations are provided for PAHS, even though these chemicalsare
ubiquitousin urban soil.

EPA Response
PAHSs concentrations were presented in Figures 4-2 and 4-8 of the Rl (Weston, 1995). There
were severd sample locations (including sample locations on-site) that had, PAH concentrations below
detection limits. Thus for this Site, background concentrationsfor PAHswould be cons dered non-detect.
2.74.2.11.8.2.2 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #2.2
Cleanup levels of 10 cleanup below EPA 10 risk tar get.
EPA Response
See Response Number 2.7.4.2.11.3.8.

2.7.4.2.11.8.2.3 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #2.3

Cleanup levelsfor soil to protect groundwater areinappropriatewhen actual groundwater
concentrations can be measured.

EPA Response

The groundwater is being contaminated by the contamination in the soils at the Site. The cleanup
godsin the sdected remedy removesthis continuing source of contamination by removing the contaminated
soils. EPA is unsure how measuring groundwater concentrations alone would remediate the Site.
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2.7.42.11.8.2.4 Dr. Menzie Memo dated February 17, 1999 - Page Specific Comment #2.4
Ecological risk-based concentrationsthat are belowbackground clearly make no sense.
EPA Response

EPA agrees that “ecologica risk-based concentrations that are below background clearly make
no sense.” There are no cleanup goas below background concentrations.

2.74.2.12 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - Appendix B 1998 Plant and Clam Sampling Results
Atlas Tack included a memo titled “ Selected ‘Reality Check’ on the Risk Assessment
Performedby EPA for the AtlasTack Site,” by Menzie-Cura & Associates, I nc. dated November
5, 1998. Thismemo included an introduction, reality check on contaminant levelsin vegetation,
reality check on wet weight versus dry weight measures for hard-shell clams, conclusions,
sampling photographs, and sampling map. These comments have been discussed in previous
Atlas Tack commentsincluding 2.7.4.1.6, 2.7.4.25.1, and 2.7.4.2.11.3.1.
EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.6, 2.7.4.2.5.1, and 2.7.4.2.11.3.1.
2.7.4.2.13 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - Appendix C 1999 Groundwater Sampling Results

Eric Axelrod and Richard Hughto (both from Rizzo Associates, Inc.) sent a letter to
Martin Legg (AtlasTack Corp.) dated February 19, 1999, presenting their groundwater sampling
results. Theletter included the monitoring well purging, monitoring well sampling, groundwater
analytical results. Theseresultshave been discussed in previousAtlas Tack comments, including
2.7.4.1.6.
EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.6.

2.7.4.2.14 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - Appendix D 1999 Page-Specific Comment onthe Risk
Assessment

These commentsar e exactly the same commentsas Comment Numbers2.7.4.2.11.7.2to
274211726 and 2.7.4.2.11.8.1t02.7.4.2.11.8.2.4.

EPA Response

See previous responses to Comments Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.7.2 10 2.7.4.2.11.7.26 and
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2.74.211.8.1t02.7.4.2.11.8.2.4.
2.7.4.2.15 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - Appendix E Page-Specific Comment on the FS

These commentsar e exactly the same commentsas Comment Numbers2.7.4.2.11.8.1to
2.7.42.11.82.4.

EPA Response
See previous responses to Comments Numbers 2.7.4.2.11.8.1t0 2.7.4.2.11.8.2 4.

2.7.4.2.16 Rizzo and Menzie-Cura Comment - Appendix F Ecologicd Risk Management Principlesfor
Superfund Sites

Aspart of itscomments, Atlas Tack included a copy of a draft EPA document, entitled
“Ecological Risk Management Principlesfor Superfund Sites,” dated August 13, 1998, which it
referenced in comment Number 2.7.4.2.4.

EPA Response

See Response Numbers 2.7.4.1.3, 2.7.4.1.4, and 2.7.4.2.4.
2.7.5 Mr. Martin Legg letter dated March 11, 1999

Thiscommenter’sletter included supplemental laboratory data to the Rizzo Associates
memo “ Comments to the Proposed Cleanup Plan,” dated February 19, 1999. This information
amended Section 5.3 and Appendix C of the Rizzo Associates memo.

EPA Response

See Response Number 2.7.4.1.6.
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INTRODUCTION

This document is the Index to the Administrative Record for theremedia action at the Atlas Tack
Corp. Superfund Site. The citationsin the Index are for those documentsthat EPA relied upon in sdlecting
aresponse action at the Site. Site-gpecific documentsare cited in Section | of the Index, and EPA guidance
documentsarecited in Section I1. Documents cited in Section | of the Index are ordered by the Document
Number that appears at the end of each citation.

The Adminigtrative Record is available for public review at the EPA New England Office of Site
Remediation and Restoration (OSRR) Records Center, 1 Congress Street, 11" Floor, Boston,
Massachusetts 02114 [(617) 918-1440], and the Millicent Public Library, 45 Center Street, Fairhaven,
MA 02719. Please note that this Adminigtrative Record aso incorporates, by reference, the documents
inthe May 27, 1992 removal action Adminidirative Record for this Site. EPA guidance documents cited
in Section |l are available for review only at the OSRR Records Center. The Staff of the OSRR Records
Center recommends that you set up an appointment prior to your vigt.

Quedtions concerning the Adminigtrative Record should be addressed to the Remedid Project
Manager for the Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site.

An Adminigrative Record is required by the Comprehensive Environmenta Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA).
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Title: Updat e of Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent and
Devel opment of Ri sk-Based Cl ean-Up Levels.
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Dat e: July 10, 1998
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Dat e: Sept enber 10, 1998
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Title:
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Proposed C ean-Up Pl an,
US EPA REG ON 1

Decenber 1998
FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 15
04.09.1 Docunent No. 000030

Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site.
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Title: Comrent on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 16.1].
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For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
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Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
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Dat e: Decenmber 21, 1998
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05.03.4 Docunment No. 000064
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: RAE ANN SILVA, WLLIAM SI LVA
Dat e: 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05.03.5 Docunment No. 000049
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ATLAS TACK Page 4
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: HENRY FERREI RA
Dat e: 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05.03.6 Docunment No. 000058
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: PATRI CI A A ESTRELLA, ALBERT G KENNEY
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05.03.7 Docunment No. 000032
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: HI BEN SKARSTEI N
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05.03.8 Docunment No. 000033
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: DONALD SYLVI A, | MELDA E SYLVI A, GERARD A VI EL
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05.03.9 Docunment No. 000034
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: JOSE BAPTI STA, MRS JOSE BAPTI STA
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 10 Docunment No. 000035
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: JOHN CHAMBERLAI N
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05.03. 11 Docunment No. 000036
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ATLAS TACK Page 5
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: BESSI E B SOUZA
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 12 Docunment No. 000037
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: SHI RLEY THEBERGE, STEPHEN THEBERGE
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 13 Docunment No. 000038
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: BEVERLY VI El RA
Dat e: January 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 14 Docunment No. 000039
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: JOHN P DEVI LLARS - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: ALBERT R TEI XEI RA
Dat e: January 12, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3
AR No. 05. 03. 15 Docunment No. 000040
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: M CHAEL J BOUVI ER
Dat e: January 13, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3
AR No. 05. 03. 16 Docunent No. 000042
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: ROBERT T HAM LTON, W NFRED A ECKENREI TER, BRYAN D WOCD -
FAI RHAVEN BOARD OF SELECTMEN
Dat e: January 14, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 17 Docunent No. 000060
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ATLAS TACK Page 6

Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: JOHN P DEVILLARS - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ROBERT T HAM LTON, W NFRED A ECKENREI TER, BRYAN D WOCD -
FAI RHAVEN BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Dat e: January 14, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 11

AR No. 05. 03. 18 Docunment No. 000061

Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: GARY S GOLAS - FAI RHAVEN DEPT OF WATERWAYS
RESOQURCES

Dat e: January 14, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03. 19 Docunment No. 000069

Title: Response to Marinus VanderPol, Jr’'s Letter of
Decenmber 21, 1998.

Addr essee: MARI NUS VANDERPOL JR - FAI RHAVEN CONSERVATI ON
COW SSI ON

Aut hor s: SANDRA DUPUY - US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: January 19, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05. 03. 20 Document No. 000065

Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: W LLI AM M STRATUS - MA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATI VES

Dat e: January 19, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05.03. 21 Docunment No. 000074

Title: Comrent on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 14.1].

Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: BARNEY FRANK, JOHN F KERRY - US CONGRESS

Dat e: January 20, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05. 03. 22 Docunment No. 000079
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ATLAS TACK Page 7
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: BRI AN K BOWCOCK
Dat e: January 21, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 23 Docunment No. 000043
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: FAI RHAVEN CONSERVATI ON COVM SSI ON
Dat e: January 21, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 24 Docunment No. 000066
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: ROVAN RUSI NOSK
Dat e: January 23, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3
AR No. 05. 03. 25 Docunment No. 000044
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: MARK MONTI GNY - MA SENATE
Dat e: January 24, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 26 Docunment No. 000075
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: RAYMOND L RI CHARD, DAVI D SZELI GA, DR EDWARD J MEE -
FAl RHAVEN BOARD OF HEALTH
Dat e: January 25, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3
AR No. 05. 03. 27 Docunment No. 000072
Title: Comment on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 9.1].
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: RI CHARD G J GRELOTTI - MA EXEC OFFI CE OF PUBLIC
SAFETY
Dat e: January 26, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 4
AR No. 05. 03. 28 Docunment No. 000077
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ATLAS TACK Page 8
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: MARGO VOLTERRA
Dat e: January 27, 1999
For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 29 Docunment No. 000046
Title: Comment on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 11.9].
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: KEVI N J OCONNOR
Dat e: January 27, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 30 Docunment No. 000081
Title: Comrent on Proposed Plan by Margo Volterrs to Pau
Craffey and Response.
Addr essee: MARGO VOLTERRA
Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: January 28, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 31 Document No. 000045
Title: Comment on Proposed Plan by WIlliam M Lane to Paul
Craffey, EPA Region 1, and Response.
Addr essee: W LLI AM F MCLANE
Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: January 29, 1999
For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 32 Docunment No. 000048
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: SHI RLEY THEBERGE, STEPHEN THEBERGE
Dat e: February 1, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 33 Docunment No. 000050
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Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ROBERT T HAM LTON, W NFRED A ECKENREI TER, BRYAN D WOCD -
FAI RHAVEN BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Dat e: February 1, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05. 03. 34 Docunment No. 000063

Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.

Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: DONNA JENNI NGS, EDWARD H JENNI NGS JR

Dat e: February 7, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05. 03. 35 Docunment No. 000052

Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: MARK RASMUSSEN - COALI TI ON FOR BUZZARDS BAY

Dat e: February 8, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 5

AR No. 05. 03. 36 Docunment No. 000053

Title: Response to Fairhaven Conservati on Commi ssion’s
January 21, 1999 Letter.

Addressee: WAYNE FOSTI N - FAI RHAVEN CONSERVATI ON COVM SSI ON

Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: February 10, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05. 03. 37 Docunment No. 000067

Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: MARI NUS VANDERPOL JR - FAI RHAVEN CONSERVATI ON
COW SSI ON

Dat e: February 11, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05. 03. 38 Docunment No. 000068
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ATLAS TACK Page 10
Title: Response to Al bert Teixeira Letter of January 12, 1999.
Addr essee: ALBERT TEI XEI RA
Aut hor s: PATRI CI A MEANEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: February 12, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 39 Docunment No. 000041
Title: Response to Margo Volterra' s January 27, 1999
Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: MARGO VOLTERRA
Aut hor s: PATRI CI A MEANEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: February 18, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 40 Document No. 000047
Title: Response to the Theberge' s Letter of February 1,
1999.
Addr essee: STEPHEN THEBERGE
Aut hor s: PATRI CI A MEANEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: February 18, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03.41 Docunment No. 000051
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: CLAUDI A KI RK
Dat e: February 18, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05.03. 42 Docunment No. 000055
Title: Comrent on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: DAN COUGHLI N - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: PATRI CI A PELCZAR
Dat e: February 19, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 43 Docunment No. 000057
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ATLAS TACK Page 11
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addressee: JOHN P DEVILLARS - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: GARY S GOLAS - FAI RHAVEN DEPT OF WATERWAYS
RESOURCES
Dat e: February 19, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 44 Docunment No. 000070
Title: Comment on Proposed Pl an.
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: PAUL E FRANCI S - FAI RHAVEN BOARD OF PUBLI C WORKS
Dat e: February 19, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2
AR No. 05. 03. 45 Document No. 000073
Title: Comment on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 9.1].
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: JAY NAPARSTEK - MA DEPT OF ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON
Dat e: February 19, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 8
AR No. 05. 03. 46 Docunent No. 000076
Title: Comment on Proposed Plan [ Cross-Reference to 9.1].
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: MARGARET M BRADY - MA EXEC OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL
AFFAI RS
Dat e: February 19, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 6
AR No. 05. 03. 47 Docunment No. 000078
Title: Comrent on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 11.9].
Addr essee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: MARTI N L LEGG - ATLAS TACK CORP
Dat e: February 19, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 05. 03. 48 Docunment No. 000082
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Title: Comment on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 11.9].

Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: ML LEWS - ATLAS TACK CORP

Dat e: February 19, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 137

AR No. 05. 03. 49 Docunment No. 000083

Title: Comment on Proposed Plan by George Vezina to Paul
Craffey, EPA Region 1, and Response.

Addr essee: GEORGE VEZI NA

Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: February 22, 1999

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05. 03. 50 Docunment No. 000054

Title: Comment on Proposed Plan by Kim McLaughlin to Pau
Craffey, EPA Region 1 and Response.

Addr essee: KI M MCLAUGHLI N

Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: February 22, 1999

For mat : MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05.03.51 Docunment No. 000056

Title: Response to Fairhaven Sel ectnmen’s January 14, 1999
Letter.

Addressee: ROBERT T HAM LTON - FAI RHAVEN BOARD OF SELECTMEN

Aut hor s: JOHN P DEVILLARS - US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: February 23, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 2

AR No. 05. 03. 52 Docunment No. 000062

Title: Response to Gary Golas’ February 19, 1999 Letter.

Addressee: GARY S GOLAS - FAI RHAVEN DEPT OF WATERWAYS
RESOURCES

Aut hor s: JOHN P DEVI LLARS - US EPA REGI ON 1

Dat e: March 5, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 05. 03. 53 Docunment No. 000071




ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX 3/07/00

ATLAS TACK Page 13
Title: Comment on Proposed Plan [Cross-Reference to 11.9].
Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1
Aut hor s: MARTI N L LEGG - ATLAS TACK CORP
Dat e: March 11, 1999
For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 23
AR No. 05. 03. 54 Docunment No. 000084
Title: Responsi veness Sunmary.
Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: March 2000
For mat : REPORT STUDY
AR No. 05.03.55 Docunment No. 000095
Title: Record of Deci sion.
Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: March 2000
For mat : REPORT, STUDY
AR No. 05. 03. 56 Docunment No. 000096

13.02 COVMUNI TY RELATIONS - COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLANS

Title: Community Rel ations Plan, Atlas Tack Corporation
Superfund Site, Fairhaven, Massachusetts.
Addressee: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: April 1997
For mat : REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 27
AR No. 13.02.1 Docunment No. 000029

13. 03 COMWVUNI TY RELATIONS - NEWS CLI PPI NGS/ PRESS RELEASES

Title: Notice to Mailing List.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: Novenmber 19, 1998

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.03.1 Docunment No. 000085
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ATLAS TACK Page 14
Title: Public Notice.
Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: December 1998
For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 13.03. 2 Docunent No. 000086
Title: Public Notice.
Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1
Dat e: January 1999
For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 1
AR No. 13.03.3 Docunent No. 000087

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS - PUBLI C MEETI NGS/ HEARI NGS

Title: Agenda, Atlas Tack Community Rel ations Public
Meet i ng.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: April 6, 1995

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.04.1 Docunment No. 000009

Title: Atl as Tack Corp. Superfund Site, Town
Representative Meeti ng.

Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: May 22, 1995

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 3

AR No. 13.04.2 Docunent No. 000010

Title: Atl as Tack Corp. Superfund Site, Renedi al
| nvestigati on Meeting.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: July 11, 1995

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 17

AR No. 13.04.3 Docunment No. 000011

Title: Meeting Summary Nunber 1, Atlas Tack Corp.
Superfund Site, Citizen/ Government Work G oup.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: August 15, 1995

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 4

AR No. 13.04. 4 Docunment No. 000012
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Title: Meeting Summary Nunber 2, Atlas Tack Corp.
Superfund Site, Citizen/ Government Work G oup

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: November 15, 1995

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 17

AR No. 13.04.5 Docunment No. 000013

Title: Mermor andum for the Record: Meeting with Fairhaven
Massachusetts Town Officials Regarding Atlas Tack
Feasibility Study.

Dat e: April 10, 1996

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 5

AR No. 13.04.6 Docunment No. 000014

Title: Mermor andum for the Record: Atlas Tack Superfund
Site Feasibility Study Public Meeting.

Dat e: April 24, 1996

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 6

AR No. 13.04.7 Docunment No. 000015

Title: Meeting Summary Nunber 3, Atlas Tack Corp.
Superfund Site Citizen/ Gover nment Work G oup.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: Sept enber 10, 1996

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 6

AR No. 13.04.8 Document No. 000016

Title: Agenda, Environnental Roundtable, New Bedford, MA

Dat e: February 24, 1997

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 1

AR No. 13.04.9 Docunment No. 000017

Title: Meeting Summary Nunber 4, Atlas Tack Corp
Superfund Site, Citizen/ Government Wbrk G oup.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: February 25, 1997

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 6

AR No.

13.04. 10 Document No. 000018
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Title: Meeting Summary Nunber 5, Atlas Tack Corp.
Superfund Site, Citizen/ Government Work G oup

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: November 12, 1997

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 8

AR No. 13.04. 11 Docunment No. 000019

Title: Meeting Summary Nunber 6, Citizen/ Governnment Wrk G oup,
Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: May 13, 1998

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 13

AR No. 13.04.12 Docunment No. 000020

Title: Meeting Summary Number 7, Citizen/ Governmenta Work
Group, Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: August 6, 1998

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 15

AR No. 13.04. 13 Docunment No. 000021

Title: | nformati on Meeting - Agenda and Handouts.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: Decenmber 1, 1998

For mat : LETTER No Pgs: 11

AR No. 13.04. 14 Docunment No. 000088

Title: | nformati on Meeting - Agenda and Handouts.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: January 27, 1999

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 6

AR No. 13.04. 15 Docunment No. 000089

Title: Transcript of Site Information Meeting - EPA Public
Heari ng.

Aut hor s: LAPLANTE & ASSOCI ATES

Dat e: January 27, 1999

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 29

AR No. 13.04. 16 Docunment No. 000090
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Title: Transcri pt of EPA Public Hearing.

Aut hor s: LAPLANTE & ASSCCI ATES

Dat e: February 11, 1999

For mat : PUBLI C MEETI NG RECORDS No Pgs: 69

AR No. 13.04. 17 Docunment No. 000091

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS - FACT SHEETS/ | NFORMATI ON UPDATES

Title: Atl as Tack Renedi al | nvestigation Results.

Aut hor s: US EPA REGI ON 1

Dat e: June 1995

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No Pgs: 9

AR No. 13.05.1 Docunent No. 000022

Title: Atl as Tack Corp., Massachusettes.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: January 1998

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No Pgs: 3

AR No. 13.05. 2 Docunent No. 000023

Title: Atl as Tack Feasibility Study Fact Sheet.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: August 1998

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No Pgs: 8

AR No. 13.05.3 Docunment No. 000024

Title: Atlas Tack Q & A Regarding Questions at Decenber 1,
1998 I nformational Meetings.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: January 1999

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.05. 4 Docunent No. 000092

Title: Atl as Tack Q & A Regarding Questions at Decenber 1,
1998 and January 27, 1999 Informational Meetings.

Aut hor s: US EPA REG ON 1

Dat e: February 1999

For mat : FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No Pgs: 2

AR No. 13.05.5 Docunent No. 000093

3/07/00
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Title: Comrent on the Proposed Pl an.

Addr essee: KENNETH FI NKELSTEIN - US DEPT OF COMVERCE/ NOAA

Aut hor s: PAUL CRAFFEY - US ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Dat e: Decenmber 8, 1998

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 1

AR No. 16.01.1 Docunment No. 000097

Title: Anal ysis of Atlas Tack Corporation’s February 19, 1999
Conment on Proposed Pl an.

Addressee: PAUL CRAFFEY - US EPA REG ON 1

Aut hor s: KENNETH FI NKELSTEIN - US DEPT OF COVMERCE/ NOAA

Dat e: February 25, 1999

For mat : LETTER No. Pgs: 3

AR No. 16.01. 2 Docunment No. 000094




GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

The EPA guidance documents listed below were considered during the process of selecting the response
actionfor the Atlas Tack Superfund Site. These EPA guidance documents can be viewed at the EPA New
England Office of Site Remediation and Restoration Records Center, 1 Congress Street, 11" Floor,
Boston, MA 02114.

1.

10.

11.

12.

Additiond Interim Guidance for Fisca Y ear 1987 Records of Decison. Find. J. Winston Porter.
OSWER #9355.0-21. July 24, 1987. [C001]

Bas csof Pump-and-Treat Ground-Water Remediation Technology. Kerr Environmental Research
Laboratory. EPA/600/8-90/003. March 1, 1990. [C194]

CERCLA Compliance with Other Environmental Statutes. J. Winston Porter. Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response. OSWER #9234.0-2. October 2, 1985. [3001]

CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manud (Draft). Office of Emergency and Remedid
Response. OSWER #9234.1-01. August 8, 1988. [3002]

CERCLA Compliancewith Other Laws Manuad-CERCLA Compliance with State Requirements
[Quick Reference Fact Sheet]. OSWER #9234.2-05FS. December 1, 1989. [3009]

CERCLA Compliance with Other LawsManud Part 11: Clean Air Act and Other Environmental
Statutes and State Requirements. OSWER #9234.1-02. August 1, 1989. [3013]

CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manua. RCRA ARARs. Focus on Closure
Requirements. OSWER #9234.2-04FS. October 1, 1989. [3017]

CERCLA Compliance with the RCRA Toxicity Characterigtics (TC) Rule: Part I1. Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response. OSWER #9347.3-11 FS. October 1, 1990. [C190]

CERCLA Site Discharges to POTWSs Guidance Manual. EPA/540/G-90/005. August 1, 1990.
[C167]

A Citizen's Guide to Phytoremediation. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. EPA
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M emorandum

Description of the Excavation, Treatment, and Disposal of Wastes and
Contaminated Media

1.0 Background

The protocal for the disposition of wastes and contaminated media at the Site was developed in
accordance with EPA and DEP policies and requirements for management of contaminated media. The
primary references are the memorandum “ Management of Remediation Waste Under RCRA,” by Timothy
Feds, J. and Steven A. Herman, dated October 14, 1998, and the Contaminated Mediarule (Fina Rule,
Federal Regigter, 63 FR 65874, November 1998). The primary DEP referenceisthe” Reuse and Disposal
of Contaminated Soil at MassachusettsLandfills,” DEP Policy # COMM-97-001, dated August 15, 1997.
EPA and DEP regulations regarding hazardous waste disposa were aso reviewed.

The volumes of wastes and contaminated media (soils, sediments, and debris) to be excavated from
the Commercial Area, Solid Waste and Debris (SWD) Area (which consists of the Commercid and
Indugtrid Debris (CID) Area, the Fill Area, and the Former Lagoon Area), the Marsh Surface Soils
(MSS), and the Creek Bed Sediments (CBS) were estimated as described in Appendix G of the FS
(Weston, 1998b). The estimates of the quantities of debrisand soil that could be separated from the debris
were estimated from the RI test pit and soil boring logs (Weston, 1995). For the SWD and CBS aress,
the Rl andytica data were then reviewed to evauate whether debris and soil might “fail” the RCRA
characteristic andyss. For the MSS, the x-ray fluorescence (KEVEX) field screening data was used,
corrected for lead content (based on the correl ation between field screening and laboratory andysis of split
samples).

The s0lid waste, debris, and treated and un-treated soils and sedimentswill be disposed of in the
gppropriate off-gte digposa facilitiesin compliance with the EPA Off-Site Rule, 40 CFR 300.440.

The five categories of off-gte digposa facilities are expected to be:

Non-Hazardous Wastes

o A locd landfill that could accept non-hazardous vegetation, decontaminated large debris, and soils

suitable for use as cover, per DEP policy.
« A RCRA “D” landfill that could accept virtudly any non-hazardous waste. A specia permit would be

required from DEP in order for an existing Massachusetts landfill to fit into this category.



Hazardous or TSCA Wastes

o A landfill a alicensed RCRA Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Facility (TSDF).

* A licensed RCRA TSDF that could accept contaminated media relected by the RCRA landfill (eg.,
subject to Land Disposa Redtrictions (LDRs) or not alowed by the facility’ s operating permit).

* A Toxic Substances and Control Act (TSCA) landfill for regulated PCB materids.

Avallable fadlitiesin the last three facility categories would be located outside of Massachusetts.
The waste amounts and disposa options for each waste category and unit transportation and disposa
(T&D) costs are shown on Table C-1 and Figure C-1. The costs are based on communication with
representatives of facilities permitted or licensed to accept waste or contaminated media in one or more
of the above five categories.

The following presents the assumptions underlying the selected remedy.
2.0 Excavation and Characterization

Wastes and contaminated materids (soils, sediments, and debris) excavated from the Commercid,
SWD, MSS, and CBS Areas would need to be stockpiled and sampled. The contaminated materias
would be andyzed to determine:

* if they arelisted hazardous waste,

if they “contain” listed hazardous waste,

if they exhibit acharacteristic of hazardous waste,

if they meet the Site-gpecific cleanup goas without trestment,

whether the media requiring trestment, and the contaminants requiring trestment, would be
amenable to the on-ste solidification/stabilization. trestment process, and

if they are subject to TSCA.

Waste materia swhich are determined to be RCRA Hazardous Wagtes (i.e., RCRA listed wadtes,
media containing RCRA listed wastes, or RCRA characteristic wastes) may be subject to the RCRA Land
Disposal Redrrictions (LDRS). These LDRs require the treatment of waste materids to certain specific
levels prior to land disposdl.

Excavated debris would be mechanically separated from soils and sent off-site without trestment,
sance debris is not amenable to the abilization/solidification process, and on-gte digposa of debrisisnot
included in this remedy. Where feasble, large pieces of debris would be decontaminated on-site prior to
off-gte digposal. Excavated soils or sediments that do not meet Site cleanup goals would only be treated
on-siteif treetment would lower the cost of disposal. For example, if the materia without on-gte trestment
was acceptable only at aRCRA TSDF, but would be acceptable e acommercia landfill following on-site
treatment, then on-dite treatment would be performed. Since the stabilization/solidification process is
effective for soil but not debris, any soil



requiring trestment would need to be separated from deburis.
2.1 Non-Hazardous M aterials (Approximately 50,000 yd® Disposed)

The non-hazardous materias include non-hazardous debris and contaminated media determined
to not contain hazardous wastes (treated and un-treated).

Under the contained-in policy, contaminated media (soilsand sediments) that do not contain listed
hazardous waste, and that pass the RCRA characteristic test can be declared non-hazardous by EPA,
and can be sent to a commercia or municipa landfill permitted to accept the contaminated media. The
determinationwould be based on the results of astandard RCRA characteristic andyss(i.e. testsfor the
characterigtics of corrogivity, reactivity, ignitability, and toxicity). Exceptions would be solid waste or soils
that are encountered during the remediation that, based on professiond judgement of field personnel,
contain alisted hazardous waste.

Media that do not contain hazardous waste (based on a “determination”) but that contain a
contaminant in aconcentration greater than the respective site-specific cleanup goa would be disposed of
off-gteat an gppropriatelandfill. VVolume estimates performed using this gpproach resulted in asignificantly
lower estimated volume of soilsand sediments requiring on-site trestment (gpproximately 5,000 yd? before
treatment, 6,000 yd? after trestment), compared to the volumein the preferred dternativein the Proposed
Man. Contaminated materid will only be treated on-gte if it lowers the cost of off-ste disposd. This
approach dso resulted in a gnificantly higher estimate of the amount of contaminated media that would
be sent to a non-hazardous waste landfill (approximately 50,000 yd?).

Two types of non-hazardous landfills were included in the cost estimate: alocd landfill permitted
to accept waste generated during clearing and grubbing (approximately 19,500 yd®); and a commercia
landfill permitted to accept virtudly any non-hazardous waste including un-trested lead restricted soils,
sediments, and debris (approximately 24,000 yd®) and treated soils (approximately 6,000 yd® after
treatment).

2.2 Hazar dous Wastes (Approximately 5,000 yd® for Disposal as Hazar dous Waste)

Itisnot anticipate that any listed hazardouswasteswill befound a the Site. If any listed hazardous
wastes are found, then they will be taken off-dte, and properly treated and/or disposed of in the
appropriate the RCRA fadilities. The hazardous wastes from the Siteinclude contaminated mediacontaining
alisted hazardouswaste or mediathat failsthe* Characteristic Test.” Some of these hazardous wastes may
be subject to the RCRA Land Disposa Redtrictions (LDRs) and thus may require trestment prior to
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2.2.1 Contaminated Media Determined to Contain a Listed Hazar dous Waste
(Approximately 1,200 yd® Excavated)

EPA considers contaminated media to contain a listed hazardous waste when they are
contaminated with hazardous congtituents from listed hazardous waste. EPA uses hedlth-based levels to
determine whether the contaminated media should be regulated as hazardous waste; but these heal th-based
levels have not been established for the Site. EPA policy states that the risk-based standards would be
based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario, and would not consider elimination of risk by
dimination of exposure. One approach would be to develop an exposure scenario for a worker at the
disposal facility receiving the contaminated media This would be a less intense exposure than the
maintenance-worker scenario evauated in the supplemental human hedth risk assessment for the Site
(Weston, 1998c).

Site-gpecific headth-based levels would need to be developed specificdly for the “hazardous
congtituents’ that causethe wasteto belisted. Concentrations of these congtituents (amuch shorter list than
the Atlas Tack contaminants of concern) would be compared to risk-based andardsin order to determine
whether the media contain hazardous waste, even if the media does not exhibit a characteristic of
hazardous waste. If the determination is made that the concentration of these condituents in the
contaminated media do not exceed the hedlth-based levels, and the media do not exhibit a characterigtic
of hazardous waste, the media would not be considered hazardous and would be handled as described in
the previous section. If the determination ismadethat congtituents are above hedlth-based levels, however,
the media would be subject to management as hazardous waste.

Examples of media that are expected to be encountered during remediation, based on presently
avallable information, which would be determined to contain listed hazardous waste include:

1. Sludges removed from the trenches and plating pit (FO06, FOO7 and/or FOO8 listed waste, with
underlying condtituents nickel, cadmium, chromium and/or cyanide);

2. Non-Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLSs) from the Well MW-5 area (FOO1 and/or FOO2 listed
wadte, with underlying condtituents including toluene); and

3. Blue dudge or soil from thefill areaeast of the former lagoon (FO06, FOO7 and/or FOO08 listed
wagte, with underlying congtituents nickel, cadmium, chromium and/or cyanide).

2.2.2 Contaminated Media Determined to Contain Hazardous Waste, Due to
Failing the “ Characteristic Test” (Approximately 8,800 yd® Excavated)

Soils, sediments, and debris that do not contain listed hazardous waste but that fail the RCRA
characteristic test would be determined to “ contain” hazardous waste. Based on our datareview, failure
of the toxicity and reactivity characteristic would occur primarily due to three contaminants. lead,
cadmium, and cyanide. Also, some soils containing toluene may be considered achar acteristic hazardous
wadte if they failed the ignitability characteristic test.

C-4



Based on Site data for total lead and cadmium, and alimited amount of lead TCLP data from the Site, it
is estimated that approximately 5,200 yd® of soils would likdly to fail the toxicity characteristic test for
lead and cadmium. These soils will be treated on-site and most (5,000 yd® excavated, 6,000 yd® after
treatment) will be disposed of in aspecid landfill asanon-hazardous waste. In addition, an estimated 200
yd® would ill fail thetoxi city characteristic test, thereby requiring disposa inaRCRA landfill. Additional
treatment off-site is not expected, but will be done if required to meet LDRS. In addition, approximately
1,300 yd? of debrisis assumed to fail the toxicity characteristic test, but not require treatment to meet
LDRs, as such, disposd in a RCRA landfill isrequired.

Based on Sitedatafor tota cyanide, it is estimated that approximately 2,200 yd?® of soilswould fail
the reactivity characteristic test. The Site cyanide concentration datawere compared to the concentration
insoil that would theoretically causefailure of the reactivity test, 590 mg/kg. For estimating purposes, these
s0ils were included in the estimated volume of soils being manifested to an off-ste RCRA TSDF for
treatment and disposa.

An egtimated 100 yd® of soils from the vicinity of Wel MW-5 may fal the ignitability
characteristic test due to toluene and would require off-gte treatment prior to disposd a an off-dte a
RCRA TSDF. Note that, while no cleanup level has been established for toluene, toluene containing soils
that exhibit acharacteristic would require trestment and disposa as a hazardous waste.

2.3 Media Subject to TSCA Requirements (Approximately 500 yd® Disposed)

PCB concentrations were compared to the requirements in the EPA’ s rules promulgated under
TSCA regarding PCB remediation waste disposd (including Find Rule, 63 FR 35384, June 1998). Off-gte
disposa of PCB remediation wastes, as defined by 40 CFR 761.3, generated at the Site would be subject
to TSCA. The volume estimate for off-site disposal a a TSCA facility (agpproximately 500 yd?) is based
on an estimate of volume of soils with PCB concentrations exceeding 50 mg/kg.

3.0 Waste Treatment and/or Disposal

The decison whether contaminated media generated at the Site will require treatment would be
made following the determination that the media are hazardous. For example, a the time of generation
(excavation), chemical analysis will be required to determine whether soils that are hazardous due to
cyanide (characteristic of reactivity) are dso subject to RCRA Land Disposa Redtrictions. If the soils
contain less than “tentimes the Universal Treatment Standard” (10 times UTY) for cyanide (5,900 mg/kg
for tota cyanide, and 300 mg/kg for cyanide amenable to chlorination), the soils would not require
trestment under the RCRA Land Digposd Redtrictions prior to placement in aRCRA landfill.

The solidification/gtabilization trestment process would not effectively treat volatile organic
compounds. In low concentrations, these contaminants would not interfere with the treatment



process and would not limit post-treatment disposal options. However, some of the VOCs present in
V OC-contaminated soils would be emitted to the air during stabilizationv/solidification trestment in the
on-ste facility. For the purpose of volume and cost estimation, we assumed that soils containing voldile
concentrations greater than 10 times UTS would not be treated on-site. For example, 10 times UTS for
toluene is 100 mg/kg, so we included soils containing greeter than 100 mg/kg toluene in the estimated
volume of media requiring treatment at a RCRA TSDF. This approach was used for cost estimation
purposes and, in the case of toluene, is believed to be conservative with respect to protection of human
hedlth during on-gte soil treatment. These soils would not necessarily be hazardous media (i.e. they may
pass the hazardous waste characteristic test), however, commercid landfills and thermd processing
fadlities that are not RCRA TSDFs may not be permitted to accept the soils, depending on the
concentration of other congtituents present in the soils. For this reason, we conservatively included the
edimated volume of V OC-contaminated (10 times UTS) soilsin the volume of soilsfor off-dte treetment
and disposal at aRCRA TSDF.

Mog of the hazardous media “ generated” (“excavated”) during remediation would be expected
to either betreated on-site (approximately 5,200 yd? before treatment, or 6,200 yd? after treatment) or not
requiretreatment (approximately 1,300 yd®). The volume of contaminated mediarequiring RCRA off-site
treatment (approximately 3,400 yd®) was estimated consarvatively high, presuming that al of the listed
hazardous waste and reactive characteristic contaminated media encountered would require treatment
prior to digposal, and that the toluene-contaminated soil expected in the vicinity of Well MW-5which are
expected to fail theignitability characteristic test would require treatment.



Figure C-1: Disposition of Contaminated Materials
[ .
_ Landfill for
Clear CID Area | p] Treesand Shrubs M Non-Hazardous Materials
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{$70/cubic yard)
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MNate: The CID (Commercial and Industrial Debris Area) Fill Arza, and Former Lagoon Area are all part of the Solid Waste and Debris Area.




Table C-1:

Disposition of Wastes and Disposal Costs
Selected Remedy

Non-Hazardous Materials | Hazardous Wastes | TSCA Wastes
Special Landfill for
Non-Hazardous Special Landfill for Dispose in RCRA TSCA TSD
“Local” Landfill for Materials (lead Non-Hazardous RCRA TSD Facility Landfill (No Facility
Remedial Non-Hazardous Restricted Materials After On- (for Cyanide and Reactive (for PCBs >
Areas Total Cubic Yards* Materials Disposal Site Treatment? Toluene Wastes) Cyanide)® 50ppm)
Commercial Area 650 0 0 0 625 0 25
Solid Waste/Debris 38,289 13,731 16,078 3,860 2,679 1,544 396
Marsh Surface Soils 15,046 5,201 7,618 2,078 100 0 50
Creek Bed Sediments 1,100 556 494 0 25 0 25
Totals (Cys) 55,085 19,488 24,190 5,938 3,429 1,544 496
Disposal Cost per Cy: $ 70 % 108 $ 108 $ 385 $ 196 $ 371
Disposal Cost per Category: $ 1,364,185 $ 2,612,495 $ 641,289 $ 1,320,204 $ 302,575 $ 184,175
Total Disposal Cost all Categories: $ 6,424,923

Note: !Total volumes consist of the volume of excavated materials not needing treatment, the volume of treated materials after on-site treatment,
and the volume of excavated materials before shipment for treatment. Also, all numbers (except costs) refer to volume of material in cubic yards.
2Volumes of treated soil have been increased by approximately 20% due to treatment admixture. Untreated estimated volume of 4948 cubic
yards would increase to estimated volume of 5938 cubic yards following treatment.
% Out of an estimated 5,200 cubic yards of soils contaminated with lead and cadmium that will be treated for disposal in a special landfill as a
non-hazardous waste, an estimated volume of 203 cubic yards (final volume 244 cubic yards) would still fail the TCLP test for cadmium
following treatment, thereby requiring disposal in a RCRA landfill. Additionally, 1,300 cubic yards of debris not needing treatment to meet LDRs,

will be sent to a RCRA landfill for disposal.
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Appendix D - Methodology for Modeling Indoor Air Concentrations

Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site
Record of Decision



Memorandum
Methodology for Modeling Indoor Air Concentrations

1.0 Background and Objective

The potentid for migration of toluenein groundweter to indoor air wasevauated for the Atlas Tack
Site. The objective of this evaluation was to address this potential exposure pathway of concern and
determine a risk-based screening leve for toluene based on achieving atarget hazard quotient of 1.

The modd that was used to evauate this pathway is the Johnson and Ettinger (1991) model for
subsurface vapor intruson into buildings (Johnson and Ettinger, 1991). A discussion of the Johnson and
Ettinger model is presented in the Subsection below.

1.1 Johnson and Ettinger M odel

The Johnson and Ettinger modd isascreening-level model which incorporates both convectiveand
diffusve mechanisms for estimating the transport of contaminant vapors emanating from ether subsurface
s0ils or groundwater to indoor air spaces located directly above or in close proximity to the source of
contamination. The model incorporates the following assumptions.

. Soil is homogenous such that the effective diffusion coefficient is congant.

. Contaminant loss from leaching downward does not occur.

. Source degradation and transformation is not considered (e.g., biodegradation,
hydrolydis, €tc.).

. Concentration at the soil particle surface/soil pore air space interface is zero.

. Convective vapor flow near the building foundation is uniform.

. Contaminant vapors enter the building through cracks and openings in the wals and

foundation at or below grade.

. Convective vapor flow rates decrease with increasing contaminant source-building

distance.

. All contaminant vapors directly below the building will enter the building, unless the
floor and walls are perfect vapor barriers. This implies that a constant pressure fidld is
generated between the interior spaces and the soil surface and that the vapors are
intercepted within the pressure field and transported into the building. This assumption is
inherently conservative in that it neglects periods of near zero pressure
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differentid (e.g., during mild weather when windows are left open).

. The building contains no other contaminant sources or Snks, well mixed ar volume. It
therefore neglects contaminant sinks and the room-to-room variation in vapor
concentration due to unbalanced mechanica and/or naturd ventilation.

2.0 Moddling

A screening leve risk-based andysiswas conducted us ng guidance downloaded from the nationa
United States Environmenta Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Superfund Risk Assessment WEB ste. The
address for the WEB dite is as follows: http:/Aww.epa.gov/oerrpage/superfund/programsrisk/. This
guidance was devel oped to address concerns raised about the potential for subsurface contamination in
ether soil or groundwater to adversaly impact indoor air qudity. In response to this concern, EPA
developed a series of goreadsheets (and User's Guide) that dlow for site-specific application of the
Johnsonand Ettinger Model (1991). Theuser’ sguideistitled, User’s Guide For The Johnson and Ettinger
(1991) Modd For Subsurface V apor Intrusion Into Buildings, and was prepared by Environmenta Quality
Management, Inc. (Environmental Quaity Management, Inc., 1997) for submittd to U.S. EPA. The
spreadsheets and accompanying user’ s guide were used to perform the risk-based analysisfor thisgte. A
description of the spreadsheet system used to model concentrations in groundwater to indoor ar is
provided below.

2.1 Groundwater Spreadsheet System

The groundwater to indoor air model in spreadsheet form consisted of two separate workbooks
inMicrosoft ; Excd. Oneworkbook provided screening-leve results (GWSCREEN.XLS) whilethe other
workbook provided Tier-2 results (GWTIER2.XLS). The screening-leve approach employs conservative
default vaues for many modd input parameters but alows the user to define valuesfor key variables such
as depth to groundwater. The Tier-2 approach alows the user to define valuesfor al modd variablesand
dlowsfor up to three different soil strata between the top of contamination and the enclosed structure.

2.2 Approach

Indoor air modding was conducted using a screening-level gpproach as discussed below. In the
screening-level evaluation, conservative approaches were used to generate the risk-based screening level.
Using conservative approaches provides aworst case scenario for potentia exposure and risk.

The future use for the “commercid area’ of the Ste is commercid (not used as a place of
residence). The default values recommended by EPA for exposure duration (30 years) and exposure
frequency(350 days/year) were based on residentia exposure, therefore these defaults were replaced with
more appropriate input vaues. The exposuresfor an industrial/commercia scenario, exposure duration of
25 years and exposure frequency of 250 days/year, were used. In addition, the default
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vaue recommended for depth to groundwater (13 feet or 400 centimeters) was changed to reflect a
consarvative site-specific vaue of 5 feet or 152 centimeters. Note, risk-based screening concentrations
were aso devel oped based on assumed depths to groundwater of 10 and 13 feet below gradelevel. The
default air exchange rate vaue of 0.45 exchanges per hour was changed to 0.8 exchanges per hour to
reflect an air exchange rate moretypicd of acommercid building. ASTM standards recommends adefault
vaue of 0.8 exchanges per hour for commercid buildings (this may be higher for awarehouse) (ASTM,
1995). The soil type under the dab was assumed to be sand, aworst case assumption. Default valueswere
used for the rest of the modd input parameters. Vaues for the modd input parameters used in the
screening-level evauation are shown in Table D-1.

Screening-level RBSL cdculations were performed using the GWSCREEN.XLS spreadshest.
Calculated risk-based screening level sare presented in Table D-2. Risk-based screening levels presented
in Table D-2 were based on achieving atarget hazard quotient of 1. Output generated by the spreadsheets
and datainformation are presented in Table D-3 to D-7.

3.0 REFERENCES

Environmenta Quaity Management, Inc. 1997. User’s Guide For The Johnson and Ettinger (1991)
Model for Subsurface Vapor Intrusion Into Buildings. September 1997.

Johnson, P.C. and Ettinger, R-A. 1991. Heuristic Model for Predicting the Intrusion Rate of
Contaminant Vapors into Buildings. Environmenta Science and Technology, Val. 25, No. 8, 1991.



TableD-1
Johnson And Ettinger Indoor Air Modd & Tier 1 Industrial
Major Input Parameters

Atlas Tack
VALUE USED IN
DEFAULT THETIER 1
PARAMETER UNITS VALUE EVALUATION COMMENTS
Average Soil/Groundwater Celsius 10 10
Temperature
Depth Below Grade to cm 15 15
Bottom of Enclosed Space
Floor
Depth Below Grade to cm 400 152 (5 feet) Calculated risk-based screening
Water Table 305 (10 feet) values based on arange of
400 (13 feet) values. Parameter has alarge
effect on risk-based screening
concentrations.
Vadose Zone SCS Soil Type - Sandy Clay Sand
Loam
SCS Soil Type Directly - Sandy Clay Sand
Above Water Table
Vadose Zone Soil Dry Bulk glem® 15 15
Density
Vadose Zone Soil Tota Unitless 043 0.43
Porosity
Vadose Zone Water Filled cmé/em? 0.3 0.3
Porosity
Enclosed Space Floor cm 15 15
Thickness
Enclosed Space Floor cm 961 961
Length
Enclosed Space Floor Width cm 961 961
Enclosed space Floor cm 488 488
Height
Floor-Wall Seam Crack cm 0.1 0l
Width
Indoor Air Exchange Rate Vhour 0.45 0.8 Used recommended value from
ASTM for
Commercial/Industrial
Averaging Time- days Exposure Exposure Duration
Noncarinogens Duration x 365 X 365
Exposure Duration years 25 25 Vaueisfor a
commercial/industrial scenario.
Exposure Freguency dayslyear 250 250 Vaueisfor a
commercial/industrial scenario.
Target Hazard Quotient- 1 1
Noncarcinogens




TableD-2
Calculated Groundwater to Indoor Air Risk-Based Concentrations For Toluene
Groundwater Based on Nonresidential Inhalation Exposure
Atlas Tack

RISK-BASED GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATION CALCULATIONS:
Hazard TARGET HAZARD QUOTIENT =1
quotient Indoor Risk-based Pure Final
from vapor exposure indoor component indoor
Assumed intrusion to groundwater exposure water exposure
Depth to indoor air, conc., groundwater solubility, groundwater
Groundwater noncarcinogen carcinogen conc., S conc.,
Chemical of Concern CAS (feet) (unitless) (no/lL) (ng/lLL) (Mg/L) (ng/lL)
Toluene 108-88-3 5 1.0E+00 NA 146E+05 5.26E+05 1.46E+05
Toluene 108-88-3 10 10E+00 NA 5.42E+05 5.26E+05 5.26E+05
Toluene 108-88-3 13 1.0E+00 NA 6.32E+05 5.26E+05 5.26E+05




Table D-3

DATA ENTRY SHEET - TOLUENE
CALCULATE RISK-BASED GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATION (enter “X" in “YES” box)

YES

X

OR

CALCULATE INCREMENTAL RISKS FROM ACTUAL GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATION
(enter “X” in “YES” box and initial groundwater conc. below)

YES |
ENTER ENTER
Initial
Chemical groundwater
CAS No. conc.,
(numbers only, C.
no dashes) (Fg/L) Chemical
108883 Toluene
ENTER ENTER ENTER ENTER
Depth
below grade Average
to bottom Depth soil/
of enclosed below grade SCS groundwater
space floor, to water table soil type temperature
Le Lwr directly above Ts
(15 or 200 cm) (cm) water table (EC)
15 152 s 10
15 305 S 10
15 400 s 10
Calculated Risk-Based Screening
\VValues based on varying depths to
groundwater.
ENTER ENTER
Vadose zone User-defined ENTER ENTER ENTER
SCS vadose zone Vadose zone Vadose Vadose zone
soil type OR soil vapor soil dry zone soil water-filled
(used to estimate permeability, bulk density soil total pororisty,
soil vapor k, Py porosity, 2,
permeability) (g/lcm?) (cm?) n" (cm3/cm?)
(Unitless)

s 15 0.43 0.3
ENTER ENTER ENTER ENTER ENTER ENTER
Target Target hazard Averaging Averaging
risk for quotient for time for time for Exposure Exposure

carcinogens, noncarcinogens, carcinogens, noncarcinogens, duration, frequency,
TR THQ ATc AT\ ED EF

(unitless) (unitless) (yrs) (yrs) (yrs) (dayslyr)
1.0E-06 1 70 | 25 25 250

Used to calculate risk-based
groundwater concentration.




TABLE D-4
CHEMICAL PROPERTIES SHEET - TOLUENE

Henry's Henry's Enthalpy of Organic Pure
law constant law constant vaporization at Normal carbon component Unit
Diffusivity Diffusivity at reference reference the normal boiling Critical partition water risk Reference
in air, in water, temperature temperature boiling point, point, temperature, coefficient, solubility, factor, conc.,
D, D, H Ta dH,p Ts Tc Koc S URF RfC
(cP/s) (cnP/s) (atm-nP/mol) (EQ) (cal/mal) (EK) (EK) (cnP/Q) (/L) (ug/mB )t (/o)
8.70E-02 8.60E-06 6.63E-03 25 7,930 383.78 591.79 1.82E+82 5.26E+02 0.0E+00 4.0E-01




TABLE D-5
INTERMEDIATE CALCULATIONS SHEET - TOLUENE

Vadose Vadose zone Vadose zone Vadose zone Vadose zone Total Air-filled Water-filled Floor-
Source- zone soil effective soil soil soil Thickness of porosity in porosity in porosity in wall
building air-filled total fluid intrinsic relative air effective vapor capillary capillary capillary capillary seam
separation porosity, saturation, permeability, permeability, permeability, zone, zone, zone, zone, perimeter,
Ly 2.V Se K; k,g Kk, Lez N 2z 2.z Kerack
(cm) (cm¥cm?) (cm¥/cm?) (cm?) (cm?) (cm?) (cm) (cm¥/cm?) (cm¥/cm?) cm¥cm?) (cm)
137 0.130 0.662 1.10E-07 0.232 2.56E-08 17.05 0.43 0.136 0.294 3,844
Area of Capillary Total
enclosed Crack- Crack Enthalpy of Henry's law Henry's law Vapor Vadose zone zone overall
Bldg. space to-total depth vaporization at constant at constant at viscosity at effective effective effective
Ventilation below area below ave. groundwater ave. groundwater ave. groundwater ave. soil dffusion diffusion diffusion
rate, grade, ratio, grade, temperature, temperature temperature temperature, coefficient, coefficient, coefficient
Qbuilding A 0 Zrack JHys Hrs H'rs I1s D, D, Defr
(cmd/s) (cm?) (unitless) (cm) (cal/mol) (atm-cm?3/mol) (unitless) (g/cm-s) (cm?/s) (cm?/s) (cm?/s)
1.00E+05 9.24E+05 4.16E-04 15 9,154 2.92E-03 1.26E-01 1.75E-04 5.34E-04 6.15E-04 5.43E-04
Exponent of Infinite
Average Crack equivalent source Infinite
Diffusion Convection Source vapor effective foundation indoor source Unit
path path vapor Crack flow rate diffusion Area of Peclet attenuation bldg. risk Refe
length length, conc., radius, into bldg coefficient, crack, number, coefficient, conc., factor col
Lq Lo Cosource Terack Qsor Derack Acrack exp(Pe’) " Couitding URF R
(cm) (cm) (ug/m?) (cm) (CME/S) (cm?/s) (cm?) (unitless unitless /m? /m3)* (mc
137 15 1.26E+02 0.10 2.47E+01 5.34E-04 3.84E+02 #NUM! 3.18E-05 4.01E-03 NA 4.0l




TABLE D-6

RESULTS SHEET - TOLUENE

RISK-BASED GROUNDWATER CONCENTRATION CALCULATIONS: INCREMENTAL RISK CALCULATIONS:

Incremental Hazard

Indoor Indoor Risk-based Pure Final risk from guotient
exposure exposure indoor component indoor vapor from vapor
groundwater groundwater exposure water exposure intrusion to intrusion to
conc., conc., groundwater solubility, groundwater indoor air, indoor air,

carcinogen noncarcinogen conc., S conc., carcinogen noncarcinogen

(ng/L) (ng/L) (ngl/L) (ngl/L) (ng/L) (unitless) (unitless)

NA 1.46E+05 1.46E+05 5.26E+05 1.46E+05 NA NA




TABLE D -7

VLOOKUP TABLES
Soil Properties Lookup Table

SCS Soil Type Ks (cm/h) **(1/cm) N(unitless) M(unitless) 25(cm3/cm3) 2,(cm3.cm3) Mean Grain Diameter (cm)

C 0.20 0.008 1.09 0.083 0.38 0.068 0.0092
CL 0.26 0.019 131 0.237 041 0.095 0.016
L 104 0.036 156 0.359 043 0.078 0.020
LS 1459 0.124 228 0.561 041 0.057 0.040
S 29.70 0.145 2.68 0.627 043 0.045 0.044
SC 0.12 0.027 123 0.187 0.38 0.100 0.025
SCL 131 0.059 148 0.324 0.39 0.100 0.029
Sl 0.25 0.016 137 0.270 0.46 0.034 0.0046
SIC 0.02 0.005 1.09 0.083 0.26 0.070 0.0039
SICL 0.07 0.010 123 0.187 043 0.089 0.0056
SIL 045 0.020 141 0.291 0.45 0.067 0.011
SL 442 0.075 1.89 0471 041 0.065 0.030

Chemical Properties Lookup Table

Organic Pure Henry's Henry’s Enthalpy of
carbon component law constant law constant Normal vaporization at
partition Diffusivity Diffusivity water Henry's at reference reference boiling Critical the normal Unit risk Reference
coefficient in air, in water, solubility, law constant temperature, temperature, point, temperature boiling point, factor, conc.,
Koc Da Duw S H* H Tr Te Tc ? Hup URF RfC
CAS No. Chemical (cm?/g) (cm?/s) (cm?/s) (mglL) (unitless) (atm-n¥/mol) (EC) (EK) (EK) (cal/mol) (ug/md)* (mg/md)

50293 DDT 2.63E+06 1.37E-02 4.95E-06 2.50E-02 3.32E-04 8.10E-06 25 533.15 720.75 11,000 9.7E-05 0.0E+00
50328 Benzo(a)pyrene 1.02E+06 4.30E-02 9.00E-06 1.62E-03 4.63E-05 1.13E-06 25 715.90 969.27 15,000 2.1E-03 0.0E+00
51285 2,4-Dinitrophenol 1.00E-02 2.73E-02 9.06E-06 2.79E+03 1.82E-05 4.44E-07 25 605.28 827.85 15,000 0.0E+00 7.0E-03
53703 Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.80E+06 2.02E-02 5.18E-06 2.49E-03 6.03E-07 147E-08 25 74324 990.41 16,000 21E-03 0.0E+00
56235 Carbon tetrachloride 1.74E+02 7.80E-02 8.80E-06 7.93E+02 1.25E+00 3.05E-02 25 349.90 556.60 7127 1.5E-05 0.0E+00
56553 Benz(a)anthracene 3.98E+05 5.10E-02 9.00E-06 9.40E-03 1.37E-04 3.34E-06 25 708315 1004.79 15,000 2.1E-04 0.0E+00
57749 Chlordane 1.20E+05 1.18E-02 4.37E-06 5.60E-02 1.99E-03 4.85E-05 25 421.24 885.73 13,000 3.7E-04 0.0E+00
58899 gamma-HCH (Lindane) 1.07E+03 1.42E-02 7.34E-06 6.80E+00 5.74E-04 140E-06 25 596.55 839.36 13,000 3.7E-04 0.0E+00
60571 Dieldrin 2.14E+04 1.25E-02 4.74E-06 1.95E-01 6.19E-04 1.51E-05 25 613.32 842.25 13,000 4.6E-03 0.0E+00
65850 Benzoic Acid 6.00E-01 5.36E-02 7.97E-06 3.50E+03 6.31E-05 1.54E-06 25 720.00 751.00 10,000 0.0E+00 1.4E+01
67641 Acetone 5.75E-01 1.24E-01 1.14E-05 1.00E+06 1.59E-03 3.88E-05 25 329.20 508.10 6,955 0.0E+00 3.5E+01
67663 Chloroform 3.98E+01 1.04E-01 1.00E-05 7.92E+03 1.50E-01 3.66E-03 25 334.32 536.40 6,988 2.3E-06 0.0E+00
67721 Hexachloroethane 1.78E+03 2.50E-03 6.80E-06 5.00E+01 1.59E-01 3.88E-03 25 458.00 695.00 9,510 4.0E-06 0.0E+00
71363 Butanol 6.92E+00 8.00E-02 9.30E-06 7.40E+04 3.61E-04 8.80E-06 25 390.88 563.05 10,346 0.0E+00 3.5E-01
71432 Benzene 5.89E+01 8.80E-02 9.80E-06 1.75E+03 2.28E-01 5.56E-03 25 35324 562.16 7,342 8.3E-06 0.0E+00
7556 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1.10E+02 7.80E-02 8.80E-06 1.33E+03 7.05E-01 1.72E-02 25 347.24 545,00 7,136 0.0E+00 1.0E+00
72208 Endrin 1.23E+04 1.25E-02 4.74E-06 2.50E-01 3.08E-04 7.51E-06 25 718.15 986.26 12,000 0.0E+00 1.1E-03
72435  Methoxychlor 9.77E+04 1.56E-02 4.46E-06 4.50E-02 6.48E-04 1.58E-05 25 651.02 848.49 14,000 0.0E+00 1.8E-02
72548 DDD 1.00E+06 1.69E-02 4.76E-06 9.00E-02 1.64E-04 4.00E-06 25 639.90 863.77 14,000 6.9E-05 0.0E+00
72559 DDE 4.47E+06 1.44E-02 5.87E-06 1.20E-01 8.61E-04 2.10E-05 25 636.44 860.38 13,000 9.7E-05 0.0E+00
74839 Methyl bromide 1.05E+01 7.28E-02 1.21E-05 1.52E+04 2.56E-01 6.24E-03 25 276.71 467.00 5,714 0.0E+00 5.0E-03
75014  Vinyl chloride 1.86E+01 1.06E-01 1.23E-06 2.76E+03 1.11E+00 2.71E-02 25 259.25 432.00 5,250 8.4E-05 0.0E+00
75092  Methylene chloride 1.17E+01 1.01E-01 1.17E-05 1.30E+04 8.98E-02 2.19E-03 25 313.00 510.00 6,706 4.7E-07 3.0E+00
75150 Carbon disulfide 457E+01 1.04E-01 1.00E-05 1.19E+03 1.24E+00 3.02E-02 25 319.00 552.00 6,391 0.0E+00 7.0E-01
75252 Bromoform 8.71E+01 1.49E-02 1.03E-05 3.10E+03 2.19E-02 5.34E-04 25 422.35 696.00 9,479 1.1E-06 0.0E+00
75274  Bromodichloromethane 5.50E+01 2.98E-02 1.06E-05 6.74E+03 6.56E-02 1.60E-03 25 363.15 585.85 7,000 1.8E-05 0.0E+00
75343  1,1-Dichloroethane 3.16E+01 7.42E-02 1.05E-05 5.06E+03 2.30E-01 5.61E-03 25 330.55 523.00 6,895 0.0E+00 5.0E-01
75354 1,1-Dichloroethylene 5.89E+01 9.00E-02 1.04E-05 2.25E+03 1.07E+00 2.61E-02 25 304.75 576.05 6,247 5.0E-05 0.0E+00
76448 Heptachlor 1.41E+06 1.12E-02 5.69E-06 1.80E-01 4.47E-02 1.09E-03 25 603.69 846.31 13,000 1.3E-03 0.0E+00
77474 Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 2.00E+05 1.61E-02 7.21E-06 1.80E+00 1.11E+00 2.71E-02 25 512.15 746.00 10,931 0.0E+00 7.0E-05
78591  Isophorne 4.68E+01 6.23E-02 6.76E-06 1.20E+04 2.72E-04 6.63E-06 25 48835 715.00 10,271 2.7E-07 0.0E+00
78875 1,2-Dichloropropane 4.37E+01 7.82E-02 8.73E-06 2.80E+03 1.15E-01 2.80E-03 25 369.52 572.00 7,590 0.0E+00 4.0E-03
79005 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 5.01E+01 7.80E-02 8.80E-06 4.42E+03 3.74E-02 9.12E-04 25 386.15 602.00 8,322 1.6E-05 0.0E+00
79016  Trichloroethylene 1.66E+02 7.90E-02 9.10E-06 1.10E+03 4.22E-01 1.03E-02 25 360.36 544.20 7,505 1.7E-06 0.0E+00
79345 1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 9.33E+01 7.10E-02 7.90E-06 2.97E+03 1.41E-02 3.44E-04 25 419.60 661.15 8,996 5.8E-05 0.0E+00
83329 Acenaphthene 7.08E+03 4.21E-02 7.69E-06 4.24E+00 6.36E-03 1.55E-04 25 550.54 803.15 12,155 0.0E+00 2.1E-01
84662 Diethylpthalate 2.88E+02 2.56E-02 6.35E-06 1.08E+03 1.85E-05 4.51E-07 25 567.15 757.00 13,733 0.0E+00 2.8E+00

84742  Di-n-butyl phthalate 3.39E+04 4.38E-02 7.86E-06 1.12E+01 3.85E-08 9.39E-10 25 613.15 798.67 14,751 0.0E+00 3.5E-01
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85687  Butyl benzyl phthalate 5.75E+04 1.74E-02 4.83E-06 2.69E+00 5.17E-05 1.26E-06 25 660.60 839.68 13,000 0.0E+00 7.0E-01
86306 N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 1.29E+03 3.12E-02 6.35E-06 3.51E+01 2.05E-04 5.00E-06 25 632328 890.45 13,000 1.4E-06 0.0E+00
86737  Fluorene 1.38E+04 3.63E-02 7.88E-06 1.98E+00 2.61E-03 6.37E-04 25 57044 870.00 12,666 0.0E+00 1.4E-06
86748 Carbazole 3.39E+03 3.90E-02 7.03E-06 7.48E+00 6.26E-07 1.53E-08 25 627.87 899.00 13977 5.7E-06 0.0E+00
87683 Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene 5.37E+02 5.61E-02 6.16E-06 3.23E+00 3.34E-01 8.15E-03 25 486.15 738.00 10,206 2.2E-05 0.0E+00
87865 Pentachlorophenol 5.92E+02 5.60E-02 6.10E-06 1.95E+03 1.00E-06 2.44E-08 25 582.15 813.20 14,000 3.4E-05 0.0E+00
88062 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 3.81E+03 3.18E-02 6.25E-06 8.00E+02 3.19E-04 7.78E-06 25 519315 749.03 12,000 3.1E-06 0.0E+00
91203 Naphthalene 2.00E+02 5.90E-02 7.50E-06 3.10E+01 1.98E-02 4.83E-04 25 491.14 748.40 10,373 0.0E+00 14E-01
91941  3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 7.24E+02 1.94E-02 6.74E-06 3.11E+00 1.64E-07 4.00E-09 25 560.26 754.03 13,000 1.3E-04 0.0E+00
95476  o-Xylene 3.63E+01 8.70E-02 1.00E-06 1.78E+02 2.13E-01 5.20E-03 25 471.60 630.30 8,661 0.0E+00 7.0E+00
95487  2-Methylphenol (o-cresol) 9.12E+02 7.40E-02 8.30E-05 2.60E+04 4.92E-05 1.20E-06 25 464.19 697.60 10,800 0.0E+00 1.8E-01
95501 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 6.17E+02 6.90E-02 7.90E-05 1.56E+02 7.79E-02 1.90E-03 25 453.57 705.00 9,700 0.0E+00 2.0E-01
95578  2-Chlorophenol 3.88E+03 5.01E-02 9.46E-06 2.20E+04 1.60E-02 3.90E-04 25 44753 675.00 9,572 0.0E+00 1.8E-02
95954  2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 1.60E+03 2.91E-02 7.03E-06 1.20E+03 1.78E-04 4.34E-06 25 526.15 759.13 13,000 0.0E+00 3.5E-01
98953  Nitrobenzene 6.46E+01 7.60E-02 8.60E-06 2.09E+03 9.84E-04 2.40E-05 25 483.95 719.00 10,566 0.0E+00 2.0E-03
100414  Ethylbenzene 3.63E+02 7.50E-02 7.80E-06 1.69E+021 3.23E-01 7.88E-03 25 409.34 617.20 8,501 0.0E+00 1.0E+00
100425 Styrene 7.76E+02 7.10E-02 8.00E-06 3.10E+02 1.13E-0 2.76E-03 25 41831 636.00 8,737 0.0E+00 1.0E+00
105679  2.4-Dimethylphenol 2.09E+02 5.84E-02 8.69E-06 7.87E+03 8.20E-05 2.00E-06 25 484.13 707.60 11,329 0.0E+00 7.0E-02
106423 p-Xylene 3.89E+02 7.69E-02 8.44E-06 1.85E+02 3.14E-01 7.66E-03 25 41152 616.20 8,525 0.0E+00 7.0E+00
106467 1,4-Dichlorobenzene 6.17E+02 6.90E-02 7.90E-06 7.38E+01 9.96E-02 2.43E-03 25 44721 684.75 9,271 0.0E+00 8.0E-01
106478  p-Chloroaniline 6.61E+01 4.83E-02 1.01E-05 5.30E+03 1.36E-05 3.32E-07 25 503.65 754.00 11,689 0.0E+00 14E-02
107062  1,2-Dichloroethane 1.745+01 1.04E-01 9.90E-06 8.52E+03 4.01E-02 9.78E-04 25 356.65 561.00 7,643 2.6E-05 0.0E+00
108054  Vinyl acetate 5.25E+00 8.50E-02 9.20E-05 2.00E+04 2.10E-02 5.12E-04 25 345.65 519.13 7,800 0.0E+00 2.0E-01
108383 m-Xylene 4.07E+02 7.00E-02 7.80E-05 1.61E+02 3.01E-01 7.34E-03 25 41227 617.05 8,523 0.0E+00 7.0E+00
108883  Toluene 1.82E+02 8.70E-02 8.60E-05 5.26E+02 2.72E-01 6.63E-03 25 383.78 591.79 7,930 0.0E+00 4.0E-01
108907  Chlorobenzene 2.19E+01 7.30E-02 8.70E-05 4.72E+02 1.52E-01 3.71E-03 25 404.87 632.40 8,410 0.0E+00 2.0E-02
108952  Phenol 2.88E+01 8.20E-02 9.10E-05 8.28E+04 1.63E-05 3.98E-07 25 455.02 694.20 10,920 0.0E+00 2.1E+00
111444  Bis(2-chloroethyl)ether 1.55E+01 6.92E-02 7.53E-05 1.72E+04 7.38E-04 1.80E-05 25 451.15 659.79 9,000 3.3E-04 0.0E+00
115297  Endosolufan 2.14E+03 1.15E-02 4.55E-06 5.10E-01 4.59E-04 1.12E-05 25 674.43 942.94 14,000 0.0E+00 2.1E-02
117817  Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 1.51E+07 3.51E-02 3.66E-06 3.40E-01 4.18E-01 1.02E-07 25 657.15 806.00 15,999 4.0E-06 0.0E+00
117840 Di-n-octyl phthalate 8.32E+07 1.51E-02 3.58E-06 2.00E-02 2.74E-03 6.68E-05 25 704.09 862.22 15,000 0.0E+00 7.0E-02
118741  Hexachlorobenzene 5.50E+04 5.42E-02 5.91E-06 6.20E+00 5.41E-02 1.32E-03 25 582.55 825.00 14,447 4.6E-04 0.0E+00
120127  Anthracene 2.95E+04 3.24E-02 7.74E-06 4.34E-02 2.67E-03 6.51E-05 25 615.18 873.00 13,121 0.0E+00 1.1E+00
120821  1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 1.78E+03 3.00E-02 8.23E-06 3.00E+02 5.82E-02 1.42E-03 25 486.15 725.00 10471 0.0E+00 2.0E-01
120832  2,4-Dichlorophenol 1.47E+02 3.46E-02 8.77E-06 4.50E+03 1.30E-04 3.17E-06 25 482.15 708.17 11,000 0.0E+00 1.1E-02
121142  2,4-Dinitroluene 9.55E+01 2.03E-02 7.06E-06 2.70E+02 3.80E-06 9.27E-08 25 590.00 814.00 13,467 1.9E-04 0.0E+00
124481  Chlorodibromomethane 6.31E+012.88 1.96E-02 1.05E-06 2.60E+03 3.21E-02 7.83E-04 25 416.14 678.20 8,000 2.4E-05 0.0E+00
127184  Tetrachloroethylene 1.55E+02 7.20E-02 8.20E-06 2.00E+02 7.54E-01 1.84E-02 25 394.40 620.20 8,288 5.8E-07 0.0E+00
129000 Pyrene 1.05E+05 2.72E-02 7.24E-06 1.35E-01 451E-04 1.10E-05 25 667.95 936.00 14,370 0.0E+00 1.0E-01
156592  cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene 3.55+01 7.36E-02 1.13E-05 3.50E+03 1.67E-01 4.07E-03 25 333.65 544.00 7,192 0.0E+00 3.5E-02
156605 trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 5.25E+01 7.07E-02 1.19-05 6.30E+03 3.85E-01 9.39E-03 25 320.85 516.50 6,717 0.0E+00 7.0E-02
193395  Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 3.47E+06 1.90E-02 5.66E-06 2.20E-05 6.56E-05 1.60E-06 25 809.15 1078.24 17,000 2.1E-04 0.0E+00
205992  Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.23E+06 2.26E-02 5.56E-06 1.50E-03 4.55E-03 1.11E-04 25 715.90 969.27 15,000 2.1E-04 0.0E+00
206440  Fluoranthene 1.07E+05 3.02E-02 6.35E-06 2.06E-01 6.60E-04 1.61E-05 25 655.95 905.00 13,815 0.0E+00 14E-01
207089  Benzo(kfluoranthene 1.23E+06 2.26E-02 5.56E-06 8.00E-04 3.40E-05 8.29E-07 25 753.15 1019.70 16,000 2.1E-05 0.0E+00
218019 Chrysene 3.98E+05 2.48E-02 6.21E-06 1.60E-03 3.88E-03 9.46E-05 25 714.15 979.00 16,455 2.1E-06 0.0E+00
309002 Aldrin 2.45E+06 1.32E-02 4.86E-06 1.80E-01 6.97E-03 1.70E-04 25 603.01 839.37 13,000 4.9E-03 0.0E+00
319846 apha-HCH (alpha-BHC) 1.23E+03 1.42E-02 7.34E-06 2.00E+00 4.35E-04 1.06E-05 25 596.55 839.36 13,000 1.8E-03 0.0E+00
319857 beta-HCH (beta BHC) 1.26E+03 1.42E-02 7.34E-06 2.40E-01 3.05E-05 7.44E-07 25 596.55 839.36 13,000 5.3E-04 0.0E+00
542756  1,3-Dichloropropene 4.57E+01 6.26E-02 1.00E-05 2.80E+03 7.26E-01 1.77E-02 25 381.15 587.38 7,000 3.7E-05 2.0E-02
606202  2,6-Dinitrotoluene 6.92E+01 3.27E-02 7.26E-06 1.82E+02 3.06E-05 7.46E-07 25 558.00 770.00 12,938 1.9E-04 0.0E+00
621647  N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 2.40E+01 5.45E-02 8.17E-06 9.89E+03 9.23E-05 2.25E-06 25 509.60 746.87 11,000 2.0E-03 0.0E+00
1024573  Heptachlor epoxide 8.32E+04 1.32E-01 4.23E-06 2.00E-01 3.90E-04 9.51E-6 25 613.96 848.76 13,000 2.6E-03 0.0E+00
7439976  Mercury (elemental) 5.20E+01 3.07E-02 6.30E-06 5.62E-02 4.67E-01 1.14E-02 25 629.88 1750.00 14,127 0.0E+00 3.0E-04
8001352 Toxaphene 2.57E+05 1.16E-02 4.34E-06 7.40E-01 2.46E-04 6.00E-06 25 657.15 87331 14,000 3.2E-04 0.0E+00
11096825  Aroclor 1260 (PCB-1260) 2.90E+05 1.38E-02 4.32E-06 8.00E-02 1.89E-01 4.60E-03 25 402.50 539.37 19,000 1.0E-04 0.0E+00
11097691  Aroclor 1254 (PCB-1254) 2.00E+05 1.56E-02 5.00E-06 5.70E-02 8.20E-02 2.00E-03 25 377.50 512.27 19,000 1.0E-04 0.0E+00
12674112 Aroclor 1016 (PCB-1016) 3.30E+04 2.22E-02 5.42E-06 4.20E-01 1.19E-02 2.90E-04 25 340.50 47522 18,000 1.0E-04 0.0E+00

53469219  Aroclor 1242 (PCB-1242) 3.30E+04 2.14E-02 5.31E-06 3.40E-01 2.13E-02 5.20E-04 25 345.50 482.50 18,000 1.0E-04 0.0E+00
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FLOODPLAIN, WETLAND, AND RIVERFRONT AREA ASSESSMENT

1.0 Background

The Environmental Protection Agency isin the process of sdlecting acleanup plan for the Atlas Tack
Superfund Site (the Site) cons stent with the Comprehensive Environmenta Response, Compensation and
Liability Act, asamended, 42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq. (CERCLA). A RI, including basdine human hedlth and
ecological risk assessments, was completed to determine the nature and extent of the hazardous waste
contamination at the Site (Weston, 1995). This study identified contamination in the Site floodplains,
wetlands, and riverfront aress at levels which presented unacceptable risks to ecologicaly senstive
receptors. Subsequently, a FS was completed which devel oped and eva uated dternatives for the cleanup
of the Site (Weston, 1998b). These studies were conducted in amanner consstent with the Nationd Ol
and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. 300 et seq. (NCP). EPA released a Proposed
Plan on December 2, 1998 in which the Agency reveded its preferred cleanup plan for the Site.

2.0 Sdected Remedy and Its Effects on the Floodplains, Wetlands, and Riverfront Areas

The sdected remedy is a comprehensive remedy which utilizes source control and management of
migration components to address the principa Siterisks. A modification of the Proposed Plan’ s preferred
source control dternative, the selected source control remedy will result in the excavation of 54,000 yd®
of contaminated soils and sediments, treatment (as necessary to satisfy RCRA Land Ban requirementsand
to facilitate off-gite digposa), and disposal and some trestment off-gite in licensed solid waste, TSCA, or
RCRA Hazardous Waste facilities as appropriate. The excavation of contaminated soilsand sedimentswill
occur inthefour designated areas of the Site: the Commercia Areg, the Solid Waste and Debris Area, the
Marsh Area, and the Creek Bed Area. The vast mgority of this excavation will take placein floodplains,
wetlands, and riverfront areas (as defined by the Massachusetts River Protection Act Amendmentsto the
Wetlands Protection Act), asisshown in Figure 2. Excavation of the contaminated soilsand sedimentswill
result in the total, although short term, destruction of the floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront areaswhere
the work will take place, sncedl vegetation will be removed and the soils and sedimentswill be excavated
down to, and in some case below, the water table. Therefore, the use of these areas as a habitat and/or
feeding ground will be temporarily disrupted. EPA has determined that thereareno practicable. dternative
to the soil and sediment excavation from the floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront areasthat would achieve
gte goals but would have less adverse impacts on the ecosystem. Unless soils and sediments with
contaminant levels greeter than the established cleanup levels are removed they will continue to pose an
unacceptable ecological risk.

3.0 Alternatives Considered

A Feasibility Study, consstent with the requirements of CERCLA, was completed in which various
remediation alternatives for each of the remediation areas were evaluated. Severd alternatives and/or
process options were evaluated which would have had lessimpacts on the



floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront areas than the selected remedy.

* No Action - Under this dternative, no remediation would be undertaken and the contamination
would beleft asisinthe Site soils, sediments, and groundwater. Therefore, the current adverseand
unacceptable consequences, identified in the Ecologica Risk Assessment, to the ecologica
sengtive receptors inhabiting the floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront areas would remain for the
foreseegble future.

* Limited Action - This dternative is the same as the no action one except that it includes deed
regtrictions and monitoring of the contamination in the wetland soils and vegetation. Asisthe case
with the no action aternative, the contamination and associated adverse consequences would
remain unabated in the soils and sediments of the floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront arees.

* Capping (low permesbility, synthetic membrane, permegble, etc.) - A number of different types
of capswere consdered for the contaminated areas in the floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront
areas which would have had varying success on limiting exposure to contaminants as well as
minmizing the mobility of contaminants by limiting infiltration and eroson. Since some of the
contaminated soils are located bel ow the water table, they will continue to serve as a contaminant
source under any of the capping options. No capping optionswere actudly included in any of the
find aternatives, for which detailed andyses were performed, because they would not have been
effective in meeting the cleanup objectives and because cgpping in the floodplains, wetlands, and
riverfront areas would have had irreversible and permanent adverse consequences to these areas
due to a permanent loss of wetland habitat and flood storage capacity.

* In-gtu Biodegradation - This technology involves the enhancement of microorganisms ability to
degrade contaminants. Although thistechnology if successful could result inless disturbance of the
floodplain and wetlands, it is ill in the developmenta phase for metals and therefore not
commercidly avallable. Also, it is not certain that this technology can attain cleanup godls.
Additiondly, the implementation of thistechnology may nonethelessresult in subgtantia disruption
to the wetlands. This technology was therefore not included in any of the dternatives which
underwent detailed analyses.

EPA hastherefore concluded that the only practicable dternative that will attain the project purpose
of reducing risk to environmenta receptors but does not aso permanently destroy the floodplains, wetlands
and riverfront areas is an dternative that provides for the excavation of soils and sediments with
contaminants above cleanup levelsand later the restoration of the excavated areas. Accordingly, EPA has
determined that there are no other practicable aternatives which would have less adverse impacts on the
floodplains, wetlands and riverfront areas than the selected remedy.
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4.0 Measuresto Minimize and Mitigate | mpactsto the Floodplains, Wetlands, and Riverfront
Areas

An extensve sampling program, incuding biocavailability sudies, will be undertaken in the
floodplains, wetlands and riverfront areasidentified for remediation during remedid design to better define
the extent of the areas requiring excavation, thereby avoiding, to the extent practicable, the unnecessary
destruction of any floodplain, wetland, or riverfront area (see Section XI.C.1.a. of the ROD for a
description of these bioavailability sudies). During the implementation of the remedy, engineering controls
will be utilized to minimize adverse impacts to floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront areas adjacent to the
work aress, including mitigation techniques such as slt curtains. A restoration program for the floodplains,
wetlands, and riverfrout areaswill beimplemented upon completion of theremedid activitiesin thesearess.
All excavated areaswill be backfilled with suitable materid, graded, stabilized, and planted with vegetation
of speciestypicd of theareaand/or thistype of wetland. Organic fill materid will be distributed throughout
the excavated areasto recreate pre excavation e evation and drainage conditions, with the exception of the
excavation in the Solid Waste and Debris Area. Since that areawas awetland prior to being filled, it will
be restored to devations and conditions cong stent with the surrounding sat marsh; thiswill result initsflood
Storage capacity being restored to the likely origind pre-fill conditions.

5.0 Public Participation Regarding the Selected Remedy

EPA has conducted numerous community participation events during the conduct of the FS and
during the official Proposed Plan comment period. On August 6, 1998, EPA held an informationa meeting
to discusstheresults of the FSincluding the various cleanup aternatives presented in the draft study. During
this meeting, asummary of the FS was presented and a FS fact sheet was handed out.

On December 1, 1998, EPA held an informationa meeting in the Fairhaven Town Hall to discuss the
results of the Rl and the cleanup dternatives presented in the FS, to present the Agency’ s Proposed Plan,
and to answer questionsfrom the public. From December 2, 1998 to February 19, 1999, the Agency held
an 80 day public comment period to accept public comment on the dternatives presented in the FS
(induding those dternatives related to the floodplains, wetlands and riverfront areas) and the Proposed
Fan, and on other relevant documents previoudly released to the public. The comment period was
extended twice at the request of the Fairhaven Board of Selectmen and the Atlas Tack Corp. On January
27, 1999, EPA held an additiond informationd mesting in the Fairhaven Town Hall to discuss questions
raised at the December 1, 1998 meeting about the Proposed Plan. On February 11, 1999, the Agency held
a Public Hearing to discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept any ora comments. Numerous parties,
induding the Atlas Tack Corp., the Fairhaven Conservation Commission, Sea Change Inc., The Codlition
for Buzzards Bay, the M assachusetts Office of Coastdl Zone Management, the Massachusetts Department
of Environmenta Protection, and the public at large, submitted ord and written comments on the Proposed
Plan, the other alternatives considered, and their effects on the floodplains, wetlands, and riverfront aress.
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The public informationad meetings and the Public Hearing were televised on locd cable-access TV
to reach as broad an audience as possible. An article about the December 1, 1998 Public Informationd.
Meseting was published in the New Bedford Standard Times on November 30, 1998. A brief analysis of
the Proposed Plan was included in The Advocate weekly newspaper on December 10, 1998. Anaticle
about the January 27, 1999 public informationad meeting and Public Hearing was published in the New
Bedford Standard Times on January 24, 1999. Notices of al meetings were sent to the people on the Site
mailing list. Public notices were placed in The Advocate on December 22, 1998 and January 28, 1999
regarding the two extensions of the public comment period.

Additiona community relaions activities conducted by EPA include the following. On May 8,
1992, EPA and DEP held a public informational meeting to discuss the progress of Site activities and to
update the schedule for future activities. On April 6, 1995, EPA and DEP hdd a public informationa
meeting to give an update of Site activitiesand discusstheformation of a Citizen/Government Work Group.
OnAugust 15, 1995, EPA edtablished a Citizen/Government Work Group. The Citizen/Government Work
Group aso met on November 15, 1995; April 10, 1996; September 10, 1996; February 25, 1997,
November 12, 1997 to discuss the Ecologica-Based Cleanup Goas Technical Memorandum (Weston
1997b); and May 13, 1998 to discussthe draft FS, Report including the various cleanup aternatives. All
Citizen/Government Work Group meetings were held in the
Farhaven Town Hall.

As an additiond effort to inform the public, the Town of Fairhaven hired Sea Change, Inc. to
assemble an independent panel to review the RI, FS, and Proposed Plan. Sea Change's purpose is to
provide citizensand government officid swith independent scientific and technica information. Sea Change
participated in the aforementioned public meetings and hearing, and held public pand, sessons. on March
19, 1998 to discuss the RI; on June 25, 1998 to discuss the draft FS; and on October 1, 1998 to discuss
the FS. The Sea Change pand presented comments on the RI, FS, and Proposed Plan.
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Appendix F - State Concurrence

Atlas Tack Corp. Superfund Site
Record of Decision



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ONE WINTERSTREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500

AREGO PAUL CELLUCCI BOB DURAND

Governor Secreetary

JANE SWIFT LAUREN A. LISS

Lieutenant Governor Commissioner
March 9, 2000

Ms. Patricia Meaney, Director
Office of Site Remediation
U.S. EPA

JFK Federd Building

Boston, MA 02203

Re State ROD Concurrence Letter
Atlas Tack Superfund Site
Fairhaven, Massachusetts

Dear Ms. Meaney:

The Department of Enviromnenta Protection has reviewed the selected remedy recommended by the
EPA for the cleanup of the Atlas Tack Superfund Site, Fairhaven, Massachusetts (the Site). The
Department concurs with the selection of the remedy as presented in the Record of Decison (ROD).

The selected remedy addresses contamination of surface and subsurface soils at the Site through
excavation, characterization, limited treatment by stabilization, and off-gte remova. The selected
remedy addresses the groundwater contamination at the Site through source remova, contaminant
trangport from the aquifer in conjunction with phytoremediation and long term monitoring. The ROD
establishes the cleanup levesfor the soils and groundweter at the Site using human hedth and
ecological risk assessment methodologies, as well asfederd criteria. Also, the ROD identifies
applicable or relevant and appropriate state requirements for the selected remedly.

The ROD provides for the groundwater remediation of the “hot spot” of toluene through soil excavation
four feet below the water table and remova of non-agueous phase liquids that appear to contain the
FOO1 and/or FOO2 listed hazardous wastes. The ROD further states that any water resulting from the
s0il dewatering process during this excavation will be containerized and

Thisinformation isavailablein alter nate format by calling our ADA Coordinator at (617) 574-6872.



removed or adequatdly treated. The ROD setsinterim groundwater clean-up levels that will be
re-evauated in the future using arisk assessment process. In addition, the ROD makes clear that the
remediation of the marsh area a the Site is contingent upon further study, and, if implemented, will be
accompanied by careful wetland restoration.

The Department looks forward to working with you in implementing the selected remedid dternative
during the Remedid Design and Remedid Action process. If you have any question, please contact
Dorothy Allen at 292-5795.

Very truly yours,

@ tindee CF L’}L?’}u’ 17
Deirdre C. Menoyo, Aszistant Cotmmmssioner
Bureau of Wadgte Site Cleanup

Department of Environmenta Protection



Appendix G - Acronym List

ARAR - Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

AWQC - Ambient Water Quality Criteria

CA - Commercia Area

CAMU - Corrective Action Management Unit

CBS - Creek Bed Sediment Area

CCC - Criteria Continuous Concentration

CENED - United States Army Corps of Engineers, New England Divison
CERCLA - Comprehengve Environmenta Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

CID - Commercid and Industrial Debris Area

CMC - Criteria Maximum Concentration

CMR - Code of Massachusetts Regulations

CNS - Centra Nervous System

COC - Chemica of Concern

COPC - Chemical of Potential Concern

CSF - Cancer Slope Factor

CZM - Massachusetts Coasta Zone Management

CWA - Clean Water Act

DEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmenta Protection

DF - Dilution Factor
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EOEA - Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmenta Affairs
EPC - Exposure Point Concentration

EPA - United States Environmenta Protection Agency
ERBC - Ecologica Risk Based Concentration

ER-M - Effects Range Medium

FS - Feasibility Study

FWS - United States Fish and Wildlife Service
HEAST - Hedth Effects Assessment Summary Tables
HI - Hazard Index

HQ - Hazard Quotient

HW - Hazardous Waste

Gl - Gagtrointestina

GW - Groundwater

IRIS - Integrated Risk Information System

LDR - Land Disposd Redtriction

MCP - Massachusetts Contingency Plan

MCL - Maximum Contaminant Level

MCLG - Maximum Contaminant Level Goal

MM - Management of Migration

MSS - Marsh Surface Soil Area

NA - Not Applicable

NAPL - Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid
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NCEA - Nationa Center for Environmental Assessment

NCP - Nationd Contingency Plan

NOAA - Nationd Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.
NOAEL - No Observed Effects Level

NTV - No Toxic Vdue

O&M - Operation and Maintenance

OSWER - EPA’s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
PAH - Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon

PPM - Part Per Million (mg/kg)

PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenyl

QA/QC - Quality Assurance/Quality Control

RBC - Risk Based Concentration

RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (Federal Solid and Hazardous Waste Act)
RfD - Reference Dose

RI - Remedid Investigation

RME - Reasonable Maximum Exposure

ROD - Record of Decision

SC - Source Control

SEM/AVS - Smultaneoudy Extracted MetadSAcid Volatile Sulfide
SESOIL - Seasond Soil Compartment Mode

SLC - Soil Leaching Concentration

SWD - Solid Waste and Debris Area
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T&D - Treatment and Disposal

TAG - Technicd Assstance Grant

TBC - To Be Considered

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
TSCA - Toxic Substance and Control Act

TSDF - Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility
UCL - Upper Confidence Limit

UTS - Universal Treatment Standard

VOC - Volatile Organic Compound
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